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H ou se  of  R ep re se nt at iv es ,
C o m m it te e  on  F oreig n A ff a ir s ,

S ubco m m it te e on  I nte rn ati onal
O rg an izat ions  an d M ov em en ts ,

Washington. I).C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:40 p.m., in room 2200, 

Rayburn House Office Building,  Hon. Cornelius E. Gallagher (chai r
man of the subcommittee) presiding .

Mr. Gallagher. The subcommittee will please come to order.
At the outset, Ambassador Yost, Ambassador Wiggins, and Under 

Secretary Ball, we wish to apologize for the delay. The House is en
gaged in feverish activity and we had to go over to the floor and re
spond to a rollcall.

The subcommittee is meeting this afternoon to begin a series of 
hearings  directed at the United Nations. We propose to review the 
organization’s performance, operations and future goals. We also want 
to ascertain where the United Nations fits in the overall framework 
of U.S. foreign policy for the decade of the WTO's.

We believe tha t the time has come for this under taking . Two and 
a half decades have passed since the birth of the U.N. Organization 
and of the other components of its international system.

During those 25 years, many of our hopes for  the United  Nations—- 
and for  the world community of nations—have been dashed to the 
ground. At the same time, however, many of man's long-held aspi
rations  have begun to be fulfilled. In the process, the world in which 
we live has changed, at times dramatical ly.

It  is therefore necessary to ask:
How has the United Nations survived the ordeal of change during  

its first quart er of a century ?
What has the Organization , what  have we, learned from tha t 

experience?
What, role will the U.N. play in the coming decade? What  can it 

accomplish to bring peace and justice and freedom to mankind?
And, finally, what does the United States expect of the United Na

tions—and what will we be will ing to invest in that  Organization in 
order to realize our expectations?

In approaching these questions, we are delighted, indeed, to have 
been assured of their  fu ll cooperation by a number of outstand ing ex
perts on the United  Nations system and its varied  activit ies.

W e will begin with the Honorable Charles AV. Yost, the  permanent 
U.S. representa tive to the United Nations. Following his testimony, 
the committee will hear from Ambassador Yost's two distinguished
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predecessors—Ambassador and former Under  Secretary of State 
George Ball, and Ambassador James R. Wiggins.

On behalf of the committee, we welcome you here this afternoon.
At this point we will insert in the record the b iographical data  on 

our three witnesses this afternoon.
(The biographical sketches follow:)

Charles W. Yost , Permane nt U.S. Rep rese ntat ive to the  United Nations,  was 
born  in Watertown,  New York, and  received his A.B. from Princeton. 
Ambassador Yost ente red the foreign service  in 1930 and,  among othe r posts, 
served  as assis tan t to the  cha irman of the  U.S. Delegation  to San Francisco  
Conference (1945), U.S. Ambassador to Syr ia (1958) and to Morocco (1958- >61) . He has been adviser to U.S. Delegations  to U.N. Assemblies in 1946, 1949, 
and  from 1961 to 1966. He was  appointed  to his present pos t in 1969. In 1964, 
Ambassador Yost, was a recipien t of the Rockefeller Public  Service award. He is a fellow of the  Council on Foreign Relations and  autho r of The Age of 
Triumph and Frustrat ion: Modern Dialogues. •

George IF. Bal l served as the United States Rep rese ntat ives  to the United  
Nat ions from June  1968 thro ugh  September 1968. He is a nat ive  of Iowa and 
gradua ted  from Northweste rn University. He was associated with  the General 
Counse l’s Office, Depar tment of the  Tre asury from 1933 to 1935 and prac ticed  
law in Chicago from 1935 to 1942. He served as associate general counsel for 
Lend-Lease  Adm inist ration (then Foreign Economic Admin istration) from 
1942 to 1944 and was director of U.S. Stra tegic Bombing Survey, London, from 1944 to 1945. In 1961, he was appointed under Sec reta ry of Sta te for 
Economic Affairs. Later  the same year, he became Under Secretary  of Sta te 
and remained in that  post un til  1966. Ambassador Ball is presently  a senior 
pa rtn er  of the firm of Lehman Bro thers Intern ational Ltd. in New York City.

Jam es Russell  Wiggins was appointed  by Pre sident  John son as United  Sta tes 
Representat ive to the United Nat ions  in  October 1968. At the  t ime of his appoint
ment  he was edi tor and executive vice president  of The Washing ton Post. Mr.
Wiggins was born in Luverne, Minneso ta. He began his jou rna list ic career  as 
a reporter with  the  Luve rne Rock County Star and held positions with  the 
Luve rne Star , the  St. Paul Dispatch-Pioneer Press, and The  New York Timds.He became associated with  The  Washington Post  as managing editor in 1947 
and remained with  the  Post u nti l his appo intment to the  United Nations in 1968.Mr. Wiggins is a past preside nt of the  American Society of Newspaper Editor s 
and the author of Freedom err Secrecy , publ ished in 1956.

STATEMENT OE HON. CHARLES W. YOST, PERMANENT H.S.
REPRESENTATIVE TO THE UNITED NATIONS /

Ambassador Yost. T apologize for my voice, which has been leav
ing me progressively the last few days. ,

T want, first of all, to express my appreciat ion to you and other *
members o f  the subcommittee for setting us these hearings on the 
occasion of the United Nations’ 25th anniversary. Your doing so 
carries forward the traditio n of congressional concern with the United 
Nations, which began with the membership of Senators Connally and 
Vandenberg  and Representatives Eaton and Bloom on the delega
tion to the San Francisco  Conference, and was l ate r marked by the 
appointment of two Senators, Warren Austin and Cabot Lodge, 
as U.S. permanent representa tives to the United Nations.

T see that  among your own members, moreover, you have several 
who have served on General Assembly delegations, including two.
Dante V'ascnll and Irv ing  Whalley, T had the great honor and pleasure  
of having with me on the delegation last  fall. I  want to take this 
opportunity to express my especial thanks to them for the most per-
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ceptive and comprehensive report on the work of that  Assembly 
which they submitted last week to  the Fore ign Affairs Committee.

They went beyond a mere account of proceedings, however, and 
analyzed very penetratingly the central dilemmas which not only the 
United Nations, but all its  members, confront  25 years af ter San F ran
cisco. In  opening my own comments I cannot do better than to take 
off from two or three of the ir remarks.

At the head of their report they quote a recent statement  of Sec
retary General U Thant  in which he speculated that United Nations 
members might  have only 10 years left  to  launch global partnership 
to curb arms race, improve the human environment, defuse the 
population explosion, and supply the required momentum for world 
development. I f this global partn ership were not  formed within tha t 
time, Than t feared tha t those problems migh t become wholly unman
ageable.

It  is therefore deeply troub ling to find your two colleagues report
ing tha t ‘‘after nearly 25 years of existence, the organiza tion estab
lished to ‘save succeeding generations  from the scourge of w ar’ is no t 
yet able to exercise any significant pa rt of its cardinal mandate. It  
has developed neithe r the power nor the moral auth ority  to cope 
with its members’ proclivity toward violence and the ir quest of se
curity in even bigger, more dangerous, and more expensive armaments.

Messrs. Whalley and Fascell go on to diagnose the cause of this 
failure by pointing out, as D ag Hammarskjold and others have be
fore them, tha t “As of now, the United  Nations is neithe r the con
science of mankind nor its spokesman. Rather, it serves as a mirror 
of the complex, disjointed, at times unpleasant, reali ty which exists 
outside it. The fau lt here lies not with the institution,  bu t w ith those 
who made it what it is, the  sovereign nations of the world, each gov
erned by its own ambitions and fears, each jealous of the prerogatives 
of its independence. The United Nations is uniquely thei r creature. 
It  is nei ther more nor  less th an what they  have been willing  to make 
of it .”

That, gentlemen, expresses the problem in a nutshell. Certainly the 
United Nations is very fa r from having  met the hopes of its Found
ing Fath ers or of those who succeeded them. I t has not done so quite 
simply because the soverign nations which compose it have not given 
it the  authori ty or the resources required to do so.

At any time tha t they should decide collectively t ha t it was in the 
national interest of each of them, particular ly of the g reat  powers, to 
carry out the  letter and  spir it o f the charter , the U nited  Nations could 
and would begin to serve as the principal instrument for  controlling 
international violence and coping effectively with  the o ther accelerat
ing dangers  of which U Tha nt spoke.

Many will tell you tha t this may be true in theory, but tha t it is 
utopian to expect the United Nations  in our lifetime to play any 
such role. My answer would be th at it is even more utopian to  expect 
nations to achieve security by unila tera l na tional means under modem 
circumstances. I t may not be as long as we think before peoples and  
governments at las t begin to realize that,  in this more and more tigh tly 
knit and explosive modern world, the  real interests  of all are so bound 
together tha t those of one nation cannot be served without all being
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served, tha t those of one nation  cannot be imperiled without all being 
imperiled.

To app ly th is truism to ourselves, I continue to believe, as did those 
Americans who took part in dr aft ing  and ra tify ing  the United Nations 
Char ter, that its effective application would serve the interests of all 
peoples, but perhaps most of all those of the United States  whose in
terests are so far flung.

Of course, even if peoples and governments do soon begin to reassess 
their national interests in th is sense, re form of the internationa l sys
tem and reinvigoration of the United Nations are not going to take 
place overnight. As in al l such enterprises we shall have to begin fairly  
modestly—but we shall also have to set our sights high.

The 25th anniversary is an appropr iate  occasion to do both. At  the 
end of the last Assembly our delegation addressed a joint  letter  to 
President  Nixon in which we recommended “tha t the United States 
play a leading and constructive part  in the  reappra isal and reenforce
ment o f the  United Nations which, thi s Assembly has decided, should 
mark its 25th anniversary in 1970.”

We noted tha t recommendations would soon be made to the Pres
ident for both Executive and congressional action regarding  the 25th 
anniversary and future U.S. policies in the United Nations ; tha t 
many American organizations and citizens would also wish to par
ticipate in the  observance; and we ended by expressing to the Presi
dent the hope that  he h imself would give this enterprise the leader
ship it requires and deserves.

In reply, President Nixon wrote to me as follows:
This l ette r is a welcome reaffirmation of the importance of the United Nations 

and the need for U.S. leadership in seeking ways to strengthen the organization. 
The 25th Anniversary of the founding of the world body provides us with an 
excellent opportunity to rededicate  American support for the UN and to attempt 
to make it more effective. I can assure you of my personal efforts in these tasks.

I might, add in the course of  t he state of the world message t ha t 
the Pres ident  has just released, this paragraph  occurs :

This year’s 25th Anniversary of the United Nations is an occasion for more 
than a commemoration. It  is time to acknowledge its realistic possibilities and 
to devise ways to expand them. It  is a time to set goals fo r the coming years, 
parti cularly in such areas as international peace-keeping, economic and social 
programs symbolized by the second development decade and the new environ
mental challenges posed by man’s technological advances.

This, I take it, Mr. Chairman, is also the purpose of the hearings 
this subcommittee is holding. I see that you have a very dis tinguished 
and expert group of witnesses who will deal with each o f the pr in
cipal fields of activity of the United Nations. I shall therefore limit 
myself at th is point to designat ing briefly the main areas in which, in 
my judgment, the United  Nations most needs to be s trengthened.

As your colleagues, Messrs. Eascell and Whalley, noted, the pr imary 
purpose for which the United Nations was established was “to save 
succeeding generations from the scourge of war.” If  it  cannot do that, 
it will fa il, no matter what else it may achieve.

Now cer tainly it has dur ing the  past 25 years played by no means 
a negligible role in this respect. It  provided the political and organ
izational structure for resisting aggression in Korea. It  helped to 
bring three wars in the Middle East and two between Indian and Paki-
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stan to a rapid close. It  prevented the breakup of the Congo and 
thereby averted a threatened extension of the cold war into central 
Africa. It checked civil strife  in  Cyprus and war between Greece and 
Turkey , which could easily have followed. It  has successfully medi
ated a number of other impending conflicts.

But certainly no one could claim tha t the scourge of war has been 
eliminated or even substantially abated, except insofar as the balance 
of ter ror  holds it, so far , at  arm’s length. The great powers are s till so 
uncertain of nuclear deterrence tha t they feel obl igated constantly  to 
reenforce it, or as some claim, to weaken it by adding new and im-

* mensely costly weapons systems of unpred ictable  util ity  and 
consequences.

The United Nations constantly deplores this escalation. Disarma
ment is one of its main purposes, but its only means is persuasion.

* Despite repeated pleas from the United States, the United Nations has 
been unable to grapp le with the conflict in Vietnam. Primarily  be
cause the Nigerian government  and the Organization  of Afri can 
Unity so p referred, it kept hands  off the civil war in Nigeria. It  is 
unable to make effective a series of more and more imperative resolu
tions about southern Africa, includ ing the application of sanctions 
agains t Rhodesia and the withd rawal from South Africa of i ts man
date over south-West Africa.

Fina lly, despite the adoption by the Security  Council more than 
2 years ago of a balanced and reasonable peacemaking resolution  about 
the Middle East,  i t is unable to apply it or to persuade the parties  to 
compromise or to negotiate.

Why these failures?  Simply because the member states have not, 
in fact, given the United Nations the authority, which was theoreti 
cally conveyed to it by the charter, to make and keep the peace, to take 
and enforce decisions. There is not adequate machinery for peaceful 
settlement but, more im portant, there is not adequate willingness by 
member states to submit disputes to machinery which exists.

For example, when the Internatio nal Court of Justice completes 
action on the single case on which it is now engaged, it will have 
absolutely no business le ft on its docket.

On the peacekeeping side, the agreements to provide armed forces 
to the United Nations for enforcement action, envisaged under ar ticle 

*\  43, were never negotiated and there is, therefore,  no effective enforce
ment. Nor have economic sanctions proved effective, in par t, because 
they have not been unanimously observed.

This is probably the United Nations ’ central shortcoming and the 
one which members should most seriously t ry to correct over the com
ing decade. The ad hoc arrangements for volun tary peacekeeping 
which were built up through the years did yeoman service in a number 
of cases, but they depend entire ly on the willingness of countries in
volved in conflicts to permit United Nations forces on their soil.

We saw in the Middle Eas t 3 years ago what happened when th is 
permission was withdrawn at a critical moment by a host country. 
Nevertheless, even these ad hoc peacekeeping arrangements are ex
tremely valuable. We are making  determined efforts to improve them.

So much for the maintenance of internationa l peace and security 
which is the main responsibility of ihe United  Nations. I  shall mention
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very briefly seven other areas of major concern to the United Nations, all of which will be dealt with more fully  by subsequent witnesses.The firs t is human rights. Here indeed the United  Nations, though it can have no power to enforce human rights over domestic jurisdictions, can and does act as the conscience of mankind. The United States and others have proposed the designation of a United Nations Commissioner for Human Rights to hold a watching brief on performance in this area. A significant step the United States could take on its own would be to rat ify  the several United Nations Human Rights Conventions, such as tha t on genocide, which have been pending for many years.
A second critical area is economic development. Here it is notable and in my personal view shocking tha t the United States, which long ranked first among developed countries in assistance to the under- <,developed two-thirds of mankind, now ranks only seventh in terms •of official assistance as percent of  GNP, and even lower if other forms of assistance are taken into account.
We can hard ly expect to play an effective leadership role in the political and social stabilization of the world if we continue more and more to ignore the most pressing needs, the most insistent demands, of  two-thirds of our fellow U.N. members. It  is my belief tha t we should reassume that  leadership and should do so to a subs tantial degree, as Lester  Pearson has recently recommended in his magnificent report , within the framework of the United Nations system and other multila teral  agencies.
Third, the world community, like our own domestic community, is becoming rapidly and keenly aware both of the threa ts of technology to our environment and of the potential contribution  of technology, properly managed and coordinated, to modernization and improvement of the  quality  of human life. There  is a substantial prospect for far-reaching United Nations involvement in the utiliza tion of outer space and  the seabeds, in the detection and control of pollu tion, and in the fur the r application of science to development and education in the developing countries.
Fourth,  the United Nations, as it moves into maturity, must not lose touch with youth. Its  awareness of tha t necessity is shown by its convening this summer in New York a World Youth Assembly, by it s recommending to members th at they include young people on their delegations to the anniversary session and by the inclusion in its agenda of items of prim ary concern to youth.
Fi fth  is the question of char ter review and improved procedures. Personally I  see no need to go through the arduous, unpromising proc- ess of amending the charter in the near future . It  a lready contains the powers tha t are required, if the member governments will agree to thei r being used. On the other hand, there are a number of ways in which the procedures of the Assembly, the Security Council, the Economic and Social Council, and other organs could be vastly improved.One of the most obvious is a reduction in the number of speeches, documents, and meetings. Another is more care and attention  to the prescriptions of  the charter in selecting members of these organs, p articula rly the Security Council.
Sixth is the question of membership, which has two aspects. It  is not right that one of the world’s leading states, Germany, and two im-



po rtan t F a r Ea ster n sta tes , Ko rea  and Vi etn am , are rep res ented  only 
by obse rvers, sim ply  because they  were, th ro ug h the for tun es  of  wa r, 
sp lit  in two.

I t  also does  not seem reas onabl e to m any m embers  th at  Ch ina , thou gh  
ably rep res ented  by  the  R epub lic  of Ch ina on Ta iw an , should hav e no 
rep res en tat ion fro m t he  reg ime th at  g overn s the ma inl and. These  are  
complex , del ica te pro blems, bu t the y wil l have t o be solved.

A t the othe r ext rem e, as the process of  dec olonizatio n proceeds , is 
the influx into the Uni ted Na tio ns  o f sm all er an d sm aller stat es. Th is 
is, of  course, on ly a re flec tion  o f th e b alk an iza tio n of  many  p ar ts  of  th e 
world  into too ma ny, too sma ll na tio na l sov ere ign ties , bu t it has an 
un fo rtun ate effect on the Uni ted Na tio ns  because it ten ds t o dim ini sh  
the  c redibil ity  o f Gener al Assemb ly resolu tion s.

Fi na lly , I sho uld  like to  s ay a word abo ut bu dg et  and manag ement . 
Th is is so im po rta nt  a sub jec t, and one wi th  which  Mem bers  of  the  
Con gress as kee pers of  the pu rse  are  so righ tly concern ed, th at  I  am 
subm itt ing a su pp lemen tary  sta tem ent fo r the  rec ord  exam ining  the 
sub jec t in some de tai l. I  hope you  will he ar  a witness or  two  on th is 
sub jec t as well.

Le t me make o nly  two  observat ion s here .
F ir st , it is of course necessary  in these day s of  ins istent dom estic  

needs, conte nding  pr io rit ie s an d ris ing cost s th a t we exercise st rict  
economy in our co ntrib uti on s to in ternat iona l organiz ati ons. I  can 
assure  you th at  n ot  only  t he  U ni ted State s, bu t all  t he  b ig pow ers,  a re 
wo rking  in the  closest  po ssib le c oncert wi th  the  S ec retary  Gen eral  and 
are us ing  eve ry avail able means  of  supervi sio n an d control to ins ure 
th at  f un ds  are  used to  the best advanta ge  a nd  no t used unne cessar ily.

Ye t I  beg o f you  to keep  th is  asp ect  of  economy in reas ona ble  pe r
spec tive . In  1969 to tal  co nt rib ut ions  by the U ni ted States  to  the U ni ted 
Na tions,  th e spec ialized  a gencies  a nd the  v olun tary  pr og rams tog eth er 
am ounte d to  just un de r $250 mi llion.

Gentlemen , th at  was  a li tt le  less th an  wha t it  is costing  the  city  of 
New Yo rk  to maintain th is  ye ar  its  fire de pa rtm en t, less tha n ha lf  
wha t it  costs to  maintain the New Yor k Ci ty  Po lice De pa rtm en t. 
I ha rd ly  need add th at  t hi s tot al sum would  no t, moreover , cover the  
cost of  th e Vietnam  w ar  f or  a  s ing le week. It  cou ld ha rd ly  be c laim ed, 
there for e, th at  we are  ex trav ag an t in ou r financin g of  an orga niza 
tio n des igne d, how ever cru de ly,  to  m aintain the peace of the  world , to 
guide and  assist  economic dev elopment  a nd  to  do all of t he  o ther  th ings  
I hav e been des crib ing .

As  to ma nageme nt an d coord ina tio n, her e indeed  there  is ample  
room fo r imp rov ement . Th e Uni ted Na tio ns  has pr ol ife ra ted an in 
ordin ate numb er of agencie s ju st  as most  governm ent s have. Ca reful 
att en tio n is now be ing  giv en to how the y can be be tte r ma naged and  
coo rdinat ed.  S ir  Ro be rt J ac ks on ’s re cen t ca pacit y stu dy  poin ts the  way 
to b et te r use of the U ni ted Na tio ns  deve lopm ent prog ram f or  this  p ur
pose. I  can assure  yo u, gentl em en, and  th roug h you the Con gress as a 
who le, tha t the  ILS.  G overn ment and its  mission  to the  U ni ted Na tio ns  
will  exercise it s utmo st care a nd influence to b ring  about  signif icant im
pro vem ent  in th is area.

Tha nk  you, s ir.
Mr . Gallagher. Tha nk  you , sir , and we will  welcome your  ad di 

tio nal sup pleme nta l views on questio ns of  the  budget.  Th is  is an are a 
th at  the  commit tee i nte nds to  look into.
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(Supplementary statement of Ambassador Yost follows:)
Supplementary Statement of Hon. Charles W. Yost

1. I am. of course, aware of the concern expressed by the Congressional Appropriations Committees at the continued rise in the budget of the United Nations—as well as in the budgets of the specialized agencies. I realize that  it is particular ly difficult for the Congress to accept such an increase at a time when we in the United States are cutting  back governmental expenditures  in an effort to assure  a balanced budget. I  can assure you that  we have made, and are continuing to make, every effort to avoid unnecessary and unjustifiable increases in the United Nations budget—and I believe that, on the  whole, we have had a reasonable measure of success. This conclusion, of course, requires some fur ther explanation.
2. First of all, when we look at the expenditure budget of the  United Nations for calendar year 1970, an amount of ,$168,420,000, we find tha t this represents an increase of about 8.7 percent over the corresponding figure for 1969. (I t istrue tha t the percentage increase in the amount assessed against  Member *States is somewhat higher, but this results  largely from the fact that, for tuitously. there was available a significant surplus from prior years to credit against the 1969 appropriation and there  was a much smaller amount to credit against the 1970 appropriation.) When we examine the 8.7 percent increase in the expenditure budget for 1970, we find tha t more than 60 percent of that  amount results from increases in wages and prices. This means that, of the total increase, only a littl e more than 3 percent is accounted for by staff increases, by increased costs of conferences to deal with such matte rs as the  Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy, the Human Environment, the Seabeds, etc., and by increased activit ies of such bodies as UNCTAD, UNIDO, and UNHCR.3. It would be possible to take the position that,  for the immediate future,  there should be no increase in United Nations activit ies so that  the budget would be s tabilized except for wage and price increases. However, there is no chance tha t the developing countries would accept this approach, anti indeed I do not believe t hat  such an approach would be in our own interest. I believe that it is important for the United States tha t the United Nations expand its activities in such a reas  as the Human Environment, the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy,Outer Space, the Seabeds, Peacekeeping, and of course Economic Development— and all these activities require the expenditure of money. I believe that  the increases in the United Nations budget for such program activities in the last few years have been quite modest in relation to the objectives which the United Nations is seeking to attain .
4. It is sometimes said tha t it  should be possible to stem the increases in the United Nations budget by an application  of priorities so that, when new act ivities are approved, other  less impor tant activities are dispensed with. However, in a multilateral  organization of 126 members this is more easily said than done. Different nations and different groups of nations  have different priorities.We may well think it impor tant to have a major conference on the Peaceful £Uses of Atomic Energy or on Outer Space, whereas the developing countries 'would consider it  much more important  to have a conference on Industria lization. Thus, we cannot insist successfully that only our priorities be respected.5. I do not mean to imply in what I have said tha t there is no t room for improvement in the United Nations budget submissions and appropriations. We have informed the Secretary General of our views in this matter and have urged him to take steps to reduce expenditures, primar ily in the fields of personnel and conference and  documentation costs. The same position was taken in the Fifth  Committee of the General Assembly by Congressman Dante Fascell, who represented the United States  admirably in tha t body at  its last  session.6. I believe th at considerable progress is being made with respect to certain of the areas of the budget which I have mentioned. The Secretary  General, at the request of the General Assembly, where the United States took a strong initiative,  has now created a new Adminis trative Management Service, which is engaged in carrying out a careful survey of the utilizat ion and deployment of all Secre tariat staff. This Management Service is headed bv an American.Robert Ryan, who was formerly Deputy Assistant Secretary  for Organization and Management in the State Department and who is now seconded to the United Nations. I have high hopes tha t this manpower survey will assure tha t there is no unnecessary growth of United Nations personnel in the foreseeable
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futu re. If  thi s proves to be the  case, thi s will ass ure  a very stron g element of 
stab ilit y in the United  Nat ions  budg et since staff costs  make up about 65 per 
cent of th e t ota l budget.

7. I mig ht also ment ion th at  at  the  las t session  of the  General Assembly the re 
was adopted a qui te good reso lution concerning United Nat ions docum entation, 
which should have the effect of lim itin g docu men tatio n in a numbe r of are as 
and reducing the  cost thereof.

8. I mu st adm it th at  we have  been less successful in the area  of limi ting  con
feren ces and  inte nd to conti nue our  effort s in thi s direc tion.

9. At the  las t session of the  Gen eral Assembly we took ano the r ini tia tive de
signed to deal  with concerns expr esse d by the  General Accounting Office with  
respe ct to the  budgets of United Nat ions  agencie s and  programs. Th at  office, 
which has  produced rep ort s on United Sta tes  financial par tici pat ion  in a number  
of such agencies and  programs , ha s indi cate d its  belie f th at  insufficient control  
was being exe rted  over the budgets  of these  agencies and  prog rams and th at  
insufficient info rma tion  was  ava ilab le wi th resp ect to them. In  the Fi fth  Com
mittee of the  General Assembly the Uni ted Sta tes Delegation  proposed  th at  the 
United  Nat ions  Advisory Comm ittee on Ad min istrativ e and  Bud geta ry Ques
tions  (o f which a USUN officer is a mem ber) expand  its  program of work in 
orde r to devote a signif icant ly gr ea ter amo unt  of time  to the  examin atio n of the 
adminis tra tive budgets of the  specia lized agencies. I believe th at  this same com
mitt ee should  also devote  ade qua te time to the  exam inat ion of the  Adm inis tra
tive  budg ets of the volun tary  prog ram s such as UNDP and UNIC EF. If  the 
nece ssary  arra ngem ent s can he made, the n governments can expec t th at  gre ater 
influence will be exe rted  and a more unifo rm approac h will be tak en with  re
spect to the budgets of all  these agencies and prog ram s and th at  governments 
would have one focal poin t to which to look for  essenti al info rma tion  about 
these budgets.

10. When we discuss the  budgets of the Unite d Nat ions and the  specializ ed 
agencies and the various volunt ary  programs, and the  i ncrease s which have been 
occu rring  in these, I believe th at  we should keep in mind one very imp ortant  
fact.  This  is the  fac t tha t, given the  object ives of all  these orga niza tions, com
par ativ ely  lit tle  money is being con trib uted  to them by governments today, de
spite the  increases in budg ets which have  take n place. To illu str ate  this point. I 
would like to point out th at  in 1969 tot al contributio ns by the  United  Sta tes  to 
the  United Nation s, the special ized agencies, and the vol unt ary  progra ms 
amo unted to abou t ,$248,891,000. If  W’e compare  thi s amou nt to the  amou nt ex
pended by the people of the City of New York dur ing  the same yea r for the  cost 
of the New York City Police Dep artm ent,  we find th at  thi s la tte r figure amounted 
to $568,382,385. In oth er words, la st  yea r the  cost to the United Sta tes  of con
trib utions  to the entire  United  Nat ions family of organiz atio ns amounted to 
abou t 43 perc ent of the cost of the New York City Police Depar tme nt to the  City 
of New York. Given the object ives of the Unite d Nat ions  system, it is difficult to 
believe th at  the  amo unts  now being contributed  represent  too large a burde n on 
the American people.

Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Ambassador, I  have a few questions.
One of the severe criticisms we hear  of the United  Nations on our 

campuses, among our young people, is tha t the United Nations has 
failed to deal meaningfu lly with Vietnam.

Would you care to comment for the record on the valid ity of this 
criticism?

Ambassador Yost. This, of course, is a criticism that  has been 
shared by many U.N. members and obviously it has been a great weak
ness o f the United Nations. I t is one which the United  States over a 
considerable period attempted to correct, tha t is, we endeavored to 
have the U.N. deal with this matte r. We consulted the Secretary Gen
eral at length frequently.

We consulted all members of the Security Council. We took the 
initiat ive to bring it into the Security Council, but of course the pr in
cipal difficulty was and remains tha t some of the parties to the conflict 
are not represented in the U.N. North Vietnam is not represented.
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South Vietnam is represented only by an observer. Communist China is not represented. North Vietnam took the position from the beginning tha t in view of this fact, any decisions o f the U.N. or recommendations would he wholly unacceptable to it and it would refuse to observe or act upon them.
Moreover, the Soviet Union declared under these circumstances it would veto any resolution that  might  be adopted by the Security Council on this subject.
Under these circumstances, 1 think most of the members and the Secretary  General felt that it was useless to attempt to deal formally with the problem and the best they could do was to endeavor to exert their influence privately and quietly on the Communists, which I think they have done to some extent, though to no great avail.
Mr. Gallagher. Because of Vietnam and on the basis of the explanation you have just given, there is some question as to the relevancy of the United Nations in the  1970’s and the years to follow. Would you comment on that please ?
Ambassador Yost. Of  course, the failure  in Vietnam has been one of the  arguments for extending the membership. I  th inkdha t has been one of the reasons tha t has led the Secretary General more and more to support universality of membership of all states. However, even had all of the states in the area been members of the U.N., I am not at all sure that  that would have enabled the U.N. to deal effectively with the problem.
It  would have made it much easier fo r it to discuss the  problem and put it on its agenda, but the basic lack is the one that  I  outlined  in my statement, and tha t is the lack of the authority of the U.N. to intervene in a conflict other than -with the consent and approval of both parties  to the conflict.
So, had there been universal representation, the U.N. might have been somewhat better able to mediate the Vietnam dispute, but  it would not have been any better able to enforce anything.
Mr. Gross. Mr. Chairman, since I  came in late, I would appreciate it if I  could reserve my time.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Mailliard ?
Mr. Mailliard. I have no questions.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. F ascell ?
Mr. F ascell. Ambassador, it is nice to see you again.Ambassador Yost. It  is good to see you.
Mr. F ascell. I was not here for the early part of your state ment, but I caught up with you.
Ambassador Yost. I appreciated your report.
Mr. F ascell. I was de lighted to have the  opportuni ty—and, since Congressman Whalley is not here, I am sure he joins me in expressing apprec iation  to all of the people at the mission in giving us the opportuni ty to work with  you for 3 months and to learn a great deal not only about the U.N. mission, but the United  Nations.It  was a very challenging experience and, believe me, we learned a great  deal. It  was a very useful exercise and I  can only marvel at the wisdom of the arrangement tha t has lasted so long tha t it allows Members of Congress to serve on that  mission.
Your statement was, as usual, balanced, thoughtful, and candid. One statement struck me particular ly forcefully. I hear so much about
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the need to amend the c harter in order to get anything done. A man 
with your background and experience coming out flatfootedly and 
saying we have what we need if we will ju st put it to work is par tic
ularly important. I think  that  is most candid and useful because 
it seems to me we could waste an awful lot of time and effort p olit i
cally and otherwise in trying to amend the charter.

Ambassador Yost. We might  end up worse than we are.
Mr. Fascell. I  am not try ing  to establish prior ities  here, because 

all problems with respect to the U.N. are important and they are 
probably all interrelated at the same level, bu t I just  wonder really 
whether it would be useful to address ourselves to the financial prob
lem confronting the U.N. as a first step to giving us some sense of well
being and security in order  to  deal with some of the other problems. 

N Ambassador Yost. Yes, of course, that  is a perennia l difficulty. As
you know, there  have been deficits hanging over the U.N. for years 
and it needs to be cleared up. We have a constant fight over the cur
rent administrative  budget and we have a need in my opinion for 
something in the kitty  to deal with peacekeeping emergencies should 
those arise.

So there  are three aspects of the financial problem.
Mr. Fascell. There has been a great deal expressed about this 

problem not only in Government, bu t throughout the country by in di
viduals and perhaps some criticism with respect to U.S. responsibility 
or leadership in this, and yet in my own feeling based on the many 
hearings, examinations and personal experiences, I have not found 
U.S. leadership lacking with respect to the efforts made at the U.N. 
level about financing. Am I correct tha t we have really tried every 
way we know how ?

Ambassador Yost. We certainly have.
Mr. F ascell. We have even gone to almost the point of confronta

tion?
Ambassador Yost. I would think  your experience in the F ift h Com

mittee would probably convince you that  our influence in tha t com
mittee is as important and strong as it could usefully be.

Mr. F ascell. It  ta ugh t me one thing, Mr. Ambassador. Legislating 
around here is f airl y easy by comparison when you analyze it. Here 

4 everybody speaks the same language and we are generally  divided into
two major  parties—some people say four—but you know where the 
votes are and you start  out with some basis.

I learned immediately in the Fi fth  Committee at the U.N. tha t we 
> started out with no votes including our own, because we had not yet

received our instructions, so it is a little  difficult to wield the kind* of 
influence tha t commonly seems to be ascribed to the United States 
tha t all we have to do is wave a magic wand in the  U.N. and we can get 
anything  done we want done. That, obviously, is not true.

I have not found leadership lacking  on the par t of the United States 
to get the financial picture  straightened out. We took the lead with 
respect to the delinquencies on the Russians and the French. We have 
taken the lead with respect to the economic programs. We can be crit i
cized for a lot of things,  but I thin k we really tried  to muster our 
leadership over a period of years and in several administrations in this 
country  to do a good job.
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Ambassador Yost. I  think we have taken the  lead to exercise econo
mies in the operations of the adminis trative  budget.

Mr. F ascell. So much so I don' t know whether what happened this 
last time was an accumulation of the  efforts of some of the gentlemen 
here who preceded you, but so much so we were almost persona non 
grata with about two-thirds of the world.

Ambassador Yost. I think we pushed as hard as we can.
Mr. Fascell. And we have pushed as f ar as we can in the sense of 

economy and yet there are a lot of changes tha t need to be made, of 
course.

In  another area where there has been criticism and here again I 
don’t think it has been justified, but here again I would like to get 
your opinion with respect to where we are with respect to permanent 
peacekeeping and what our efforts in general have been.

Ambassador Yost. We have concentrated, in recent years, on try ing 
to improve these ad hoc peacekeeping arrangem ents tha t I spoke of 
in my statement—tha t is, for the Secretary General, pursuant to a 
decision of the Security Council, to organize a peacekeeping effort, 
to ask individua l states for voluntary contributions in the form of 
men o r facilities or logis tical suppo rt or money, and  to ask the states 
concerned fo r permission to station men in the areas involved in the 
dispute  or conflict.

These may be observers or small m ilitary contingents or fa irly large 
ones, bu t it is all on a voluntary basis on the part of the contributing 
as well as the receiving states. Therefore,  it is all very precarious.
Any disagreement by any state involved can upset the process.

Nevertheless, I  believe these ad hoc arrangements are the best course 
to follow at the moment. I  don’t think  we have a strong  enough cli
mate of world opinion to move into the more decisive enforcement 
arrangements tha t are spelled out in chapter V II  of the Charter.

I hope we may ge t to tha t at some point, but I think our best hope 
of br inging the  other grea t powers along, -which is essential, is to fol
low this comparatively modest course fo r the time being.

The General Assembly’s peacekeeping committee has had a working 
group w’hich has been fairly successful, making progress in this last 
year. Our representat ive on it has been Ambassador Finger. I think 
he is going to be testify ing up here later and he will explain  in more *
detail where we stand, but  we are planning to pursue this  very actively 
this year.

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Ambassador, I have many, many questions, but 
I will restra in myself to one final one so my colleagues can inquire.

I have been wondering about a feeling tha t I got aft er serving up 
there at the U.N. th at the U.N. is spending about th ree-fourths of its  
resources on economic and social development programs.  There is 
grea t energy and great interes t in every slightest  economic move. It  
has led to not only multiplication  of programs and agencies, but a 
diversification of the U.N. itself in terms of facilities, with new fa
cilities in Vienna, Addis Ababa, Geneva, Santiago.

We ran into tha t head on in New York. It  seems to me, tha t while 
all of t his is essential, it has had a tendency to detract from what I 
consider to be the  equally if not more important political functions 
of the United Nations. I  would like your comment on th at subject as 
to whether  we ought to shift the emphasis or divide out the social
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and economic developments—or in some way bring  about better focus 
on the major political problems.

Ambassador Yost. I think both of them are very impor tant. The 
reason perhaps there  has  been more progress, more diversification on 
the economic and social side is that with all of the difficulties, it is still 
easier and less controversial to move on these th an on the tough pol it
ical problems. Therefore, the U.N. has moved in the direc tion it could 
move.

I don’t think we ought to stop tha t as long as we th ink it is doing 
4  useful work, which I think it is doing on the whole, and it should be

much better coordinated and managed. We are doing what we can. 
We will do more to implement the Jackson capacity study. We should 
equally try  to  do something about these peacemaking, political prob- 
lems which, of course, do not involve the  expenditure of much money, 
but there are involved very tough problems of persuading govern
ments to submit what they often consider vital nationa l interests to at  
least discussion, if not some sort of adjudication by the United Na
tions.

Mr. Rosenthal. Do you see any possibility of tha t ever happening ?
Ambassador Yost. I  would think so, yes. My belief is tha t it will in 

time, but I don’t think  it will happen in the immediate future . But 
I think the whole tren d of technology, br inging us closer and  closer 
together and c reating  a tigh ter nexus of common in terest will g radu
ally make these common interests  loom larg er and the differences 
loom smaller and, therefore, produce a greater willingness to permi t 
an international organizat ion to deal with political  problems.

We are going to have to go through  some very rough times before 
the human race is convinced of tha t, but I think  it has moved sur
prisingly in the last 30 or 40 years and I  expect it to keep on moving.

Mr. F ascell. Mr. Ambassador, you have had a long and dist in
guished career and let me close up by saying Congressman Whalley and 
I have been very privileged and honored to work with you in the 
United  Nat ions and watch your capability and intelligence being p ut 
to the test on behalf of the U.S. Government.

Ambassador Yost. It  was a grea t privilege to have you and Con
gressman Whalley with us. I enjoyed it and profited from the ex- 

> perience.
Mr. Rosenthal. Do you see any diminution of public support for 

the United  Nations ?
Ambassador Yost. I was discussing tha t with some newspaper 

* people a while ago. Someone advanced the thesis, which I think  is
quite sound, that there is less opposition to the United Nations than  
there was some years ago. There are less extreme critics attacking it, 
but more apathy and this, of course, is an outgrowth of these failures 
we have just been speaking of. I t has not been able to deal with V iet
nam and a lot of these other  problems.

I would hope tha t, as I said here, in the course of this 25th anni 
versary, we might endeavor to make the public a little more aware 
of the inhibitions which prevented the U.N. from doing some of the 
things most people hoped it could do. It  is not the f ault  of the in stit u
tion, but the fact is tha t most of the governments are not ready to 
give it the necessary powers.

41-9 72— 70------ 2
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Nevertheless, it is performing a number of useful functions. If  and 
when we are ready to ask it to do a little  more, it will do a l ittle more 
and probably quite well.

Mr. Rosenthal. Secretary Ball says in his statem ent:
So long as the  fundam enta l struggle persis ts between the two halves of this 

polarized world , I see very litt le hope of improv ing the  effectiveness of the 
United Nat ions in bringing about the reso lution of major conflicts.

He seems to be somewhat more pessimistic than  you.
Ambassador Yost. He is probably more of a realist than  I am. I 

would certainly not claim that  the U.N. is in any near future going 
to be able to do much to settle the basic conflict between us and the 
Soviet Union or us and Communist China, and I think most U.N. 
members would recognize that,  and the Secretary General.

Thei r role can be relatively slight  in those great direct country V
power confrontations. In the past it has dealt successfully and, I  hope, 
will do more in the future  to deal with controversies which don’t 
directly involve great power confrontat ions, but which could, if the 
disputes worsened, involve grea t powers.

Mr. Rosenthal. Is it not a fact tha t the number of controversies 
more and more involving the great powers is increasing? They seem 
to have a way of becoming more and more involved in local situations.

Ambassador Yost. They do, but I think  they are more and more 
coming to the realization that  I noted. It  has not  proceeded very far  
yet, bu t I think it should be encouraged. The great powers are begin
ning to realize tha t unilateral or bilateral involvements are apt to be 
costly and dangerous and that there are a good many situations in 
the so-called “thir d world” in which, if there is a serious dispute, it 
would be in their  own interest to involve the U.N. and to cushion 
themselves from direct confrontation.

This is something I am very much convinced of and I notice that 
even the Russians are beginning to become somewhat aware of it now.

Mr. Rosenthal. Do you think time is running out ? Do you th ink 
you will ever be able to prove tha t the United  Nations is a viable 
organization ?

Ambassador Yost. I think, as the Secretary  General said, we are 
going to go through a very rough 10 or 20 years, but I think we are 
going to have an internat ional organiza tion of this kind performing X.
growing functions of all of these sorts if  we are not to fall into a very 
dangerous internationa l anarchy.

Air. R osenthal. My question should not be interpreted as my opin
ion. I am merely trying to establish a dialog because I have had these x
questions presented to me by many people. Do you think we are de t id 
ing ourselves in continuing to participate in such an organization 
when, in fact, it has fa iled in real crisis situa tions and has abandoned 
any effort to become involved in such disputes as Vietnam, the Middle 
East,  Nigeria?

Ambassador Yost. It  has been involved in the Middle East, for 
example, for 20 years. It  has both succeeded and failed. It  has cer
tainly failed in solving the problem, but I don’t think tha t the U.N. 
can be expected to solve problems of this kind. The states themselves 
have to do that.

Mr. R osenthal. What I am try ing  to suggest is t hi s: Do you think 
that  the existence of the U.N. deludes us into think ing tha t we have a
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real peacekeeping organizat ion when in reality  we do not? Do you 
believe, that  we are placing our fai th in a body tha t is not truly  effective 
in resolving conflicts?

Ambassador Yost. I think  we should have no illusions about the 
extent of its competence. We should understand its limitat ions. Never
theless, I think experience shows that it can do very useful things.

The situation  in the Middle East  long ago would have been much 
worse had it not been fo r the U.N. It  has not done all wo would like 
to have seen it do, but I don't think it is a crutch tha t should be d is
carded. I think we would be worse off in many, many ways if it did 
not exist and, as some have said, if it did not exist we would have to 
invent it.

If  it broke down as the League of Nations did, 5 or 10 years lat er we 
would have to create something like it only be tter, but since we have 
it, let's try to make it bette r.

Mr. Rosenthal. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Gross?
Mr. Gross. Ambassador Yost, it is inte resting to have someone come 

before a committee of Congress and admit the unmitigated  fa ilures of 
the United Nations as you do on page 4 of your statement.

Where has the U nited Nations been successful in any crisis?
Ambassador Yost. I  th ink perhaps if  you are speaking of the poli ti

cal and peacekeeping field, in my opinion, its greatest success has been 
in the Congo. One can imagine what might  have occurred in the 
Congo i f the United Nations had not been viable and had not inter
vened and had not intervened effectively.

One very easily could have had the United States suppo rting one 
faction, the Soviet Union suppo rting another faction and perhaps  
some of the radicals in A frica  supporting still a third faction, and a 
very serious and prolonged guerr illa warfare among factions each 
supported by an outsider.

Mr. Gross. I t is pretty  difficult over there now, is it not ?
Ambassador Yost. No, it is pre tty stable. Mr. Rogers is there  today 

holding meetings with ambassadors from all over Africa while the 
Congo has a long way to go to attain full development-----

Mr. Gross. He may be safer in a few places other than Africa.
Ambassador Yost. I think it is quite a success story. There is still 

a long way to go, but when one th inks of what it might have been so 
easily, I th ink it was a great achievement.

Mr. Gross. The  United Nations was involved in Korea.
Ambassador Yost. Yes, it was. I t played a different kind of role 

there.
Mr. Gross. Wha t kind of role did it p lay in Korea ?
Ambassador Yost. Its  role there was to  mobilize almost all of the 

world against  aggression in Korea.
Mr. Gross. About, as well as it has mobilized world power in Viet

nam. You are aware, are you not, tha t we financed almost 100 percent 
of the war in Korea.

Ambassador Yost. Yes.
Mr. Gross. Aside from the South Koreans, we did 95 percent of 

the fighting and dying in tha t war. The United Nations supplied 
only token forces.
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Ambassador Yost. Some of the forces supplied by o ther countries 
were fair ly substantial and we were very grateful  for them. We 
wished there had been more.

Mr. Gross. We will certainly differ over what you apparen tly mean 
by “substantial.” I just got throu gh saying we did 95 percent of the 
fighting and dying in Korea, and I don’t th ink you can d ispute  those 
figures. The United Nations has been an unmit igated failu re in the 
matter of resolving crises.

You seem to downgrade the United States and its $250 million 
contribution to the United Nations and its specialized agencies. I)o 
you really mean this ?

Ambassador Yost. I did not mean to downgrade it. I was just at
tempting to put  it into perspective, to po int out t ha t i t was not exces
sive compared with other expenditures. I cited the Fire and Police 
Departments of the City of New York. I  do not th ink our contr ibution 
to the U.N. was out of proportion.

Mr. Gross. You don’t really mean to cite the city of New York 
as being a paragon of much of anything, do you ?

Ambassador Yost. No; but they are expending the same amount of 
money for their fire department  as we are for  the U.N.

Mr. Gross. According to the last Moody report  I saw. the city of 
New York is about $6 billion in debt. Mr. Rosenthal might give us 
more information on that, but I have been around here a few years and 
I have heard much about what the c ity of New York does, and I have 
watched th at  city plunge deeper and deeper into debt.

So when you cite anyth ing pertaining to finances, when you cite 
New York as an example of expendi ture, I  don 't take very much stock 
in it. $250 million is a lot of money to me.

Ambassador Yost. It  is certainly a lot of money to me.
Mr. Gross. Are  you about to advocate tha t we embark  upon tha t 

wonderful expansion of the program of the U.N.; tha t the United 
States haul  out its checkbook and finance that ?

Ambassador Yost. Do you mean its  expansion to the southward?
Mr. Gross. Exactly.
Ambassador Yost. Yes, sir;  it does seem to us worthwhile because 

like all institu tions it has grown during the years in  its case from 50 
to 126 members. This has meant g rowth in the development program, 
in the children’s fund, in the whole series of its branches. I t has had 
to rent  substant ial quarters outside of it s building and is pay ing high 
rents in New York for them.

Mr. Gross. All I can say, it will take  an inordinate amount of gall to 
come here and ask us for  more in  view of the fact that we are tossing 
out $250 million a year to the United Nations and its specialized or 
ganizations plus the volunta ry contributions made otherwise, plus 
the money the United Nations owes thi s country and they are still in 
hock to us, aren’t they ?

Ambassador Yost. Somewhat.
Air. Gross. Would you say close to $100 million ?



17

Ambassador Yost. No, sir. The total debt is variously-----
Mr. Gross. How much has the United Nations paid on the loan made 

to it by this country ?
Ambassador Yost. The bond issue is s till being paid off.
Mr. Gross. II ow much has been paid?
Ambassador Yost. I  am not sure how much is s till outstanding.
Mr. Gallagher. Without objection, we will get a report on that  and 

put it in the record.
(The information requested follows:)

R epa y m en ts  on  U nit ed  N a tio ns  B ond  P urcha ses

Under the terms of Public Law 87-731 the  a nnual  repayment of principa l and 
intere st to the  United Sta tes  is accomplished by an offset aga ins t the  ann ual  
United S tate s assessm ent toward  the  United Nations  budget.

The  ann iversa ry da te is Janu ary 15th of each year sta rti ng  Janu ary 15, 1963. 
To date  (Jan ua ry  15,1970) eigh t repayments have been m ade to the United  S tate s 
in accordance wi th t he  approved schedule as  fol low s:

Repayment date Principal Intere st Tota l

Jan. 15,1963 .............................................. . .....................................  $1,849,858.04  $199,621.95 $2,049,479.99
Jan. 15,1964   2,399,983.65  1,324,157.40 3,724,141.05
Jan. 15,1965............................................................................................. 2,439,655.45  1,4 33,686.23 3,8 73 ,34 1.6 8
Jan. 15, 1966     2,500,097.67  1,3 91,475 .58  3,8 91 ,57 3.2 5
Jan. 15, 1967 . ........................................................  2,575,591.58  1,341,473.62 3,917,065.20
Jan. 15,1968   2,592,182.01 1,289,961.79 3,8 82 ,143 .80
Jan. 15,1969’  "  .......................................................... . . .................  2,712,297.07  1,238,118.15 3,9 50 ,41 5.2 2
Jan. 15 1970'  ........................................................  2,743,939.18  1,183,872.21 3,9 27,811.39

To ta l. .............................. ..................................... . .....................  19,813 ,604.65 9,402,366.93  29,215,971.58
Remainder due>...................................................................................... 56,449 ,671.35 ..............................................................

Total purchased........................................................................... 76,263,276. 00

i Last repayment is due Jan. 15,1989.

Headquarters  loan
Under the Headq uar ters Loan Agreement between the  United Sta tes and the  

United Nations (approved by Public Law 903—80th Congress, August 11, 1948) 
the  amount  of $65,000,000 advanced by the United States is repayable, without  
interest, in 30 ann ual  ins tallments  (varyin g from $1,000,000 to  $2,500,000) com
mencing J uly  1,1951 and ending Ju ly  1, 1982. All ins tallments  which have thu s f ar  
fall en due have  been paid promptly by the United Natio ns and the balan ce re
maining to be pa id now amounts  to $25,000,000.

Ambassador Yost. Wliat is proposed on the expansion of the build 
ing is that the U.N. would pay approximately one-quar ter of it, tha t 
(he city of New York would pay approximately one-quarter-----

Mr. Gross. Good old “Uncle Sucker” will pick up the rest of it.
Ambassador Yost. We would pay approximately one-quarter and 

private sources would pick up a quarter.
Mr. Gross. Nice high-rise offices with high-rise plush l iving quarters .
Ambassador Yost. J ust  one office building.
Mr. Gross. Complete with living quarters ?
Ambassador Yost. No, sir; no living quarters.
Mr. Gross. Isn’t the program to build some high-rise apartments 

or at least one apartm ent build ing up there? Isn ’t tha t par t of the 
plan ?

Ambassador Yost. No, sir ; there is another  private  program  entirely 
in the hands o f private  enterprise which proposes to build some high- 
rise apartm ents and hotel across from the U.N. but the U.S. Govern
ment is not involved in that financially in any way.
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Mr. Gross. So the delegates to the United Nations can get out of 
bed and go throu gh whatever formula they do to justi fy thei r exist
ence in this country—they wouldn't even have to bother with that  
abominable subway in New York, would they ?

Ambassador Yost. A great many of the members would really like 
to move out of the United States because of high prices and other 
reasons. We fran kly  don't thin k that  would be in the U.S. interest  to 
fragment the organization.

Mr. Gross. Please don’t downgrade the taxpayers of this country 
by minimizing $250 million. We are in trouble financially in this 
country. As fa r as I  am concerned, we don’t have $25 million or any **
other amount of money fo r the fur the r expansion of the United  Na
tions. I call it the flimflam society.

Thank you, Mr.  Chairman. U
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Mailliard?
Mr. Malliard. I have no question. I  am not a member of the sub

committee. I came here to listen to my old friend, Mr. Yost, and I 
enjoyed his statement  very much, but I won’t hold up your work.

Mr. Gallagher. Ambassador, thank you very much. Perhaps we 
should finish by saying tha t we are very fortunate to arrive at the 
25th anniversary of the U.N. It  has lasted some 6 years longer than  the 
League of Nations. We thank  you very much for being here with us.

I would ask Ambassador Ball and Ambassador Wiggins  to come 
up to the table.

The Chair welcomes two very distinguished Americans who give 
witness to the events and history  of the U.N., having participa ted in 
some of the great moments and decisions of that organization.

The committee is honored to have with us today the former Under 
Secretary of State  George Ball and the very able and capable Am
bassador Wiggins, both of whom were the predecessors of Ambassa
dor Yost.

In  the interest of time, we would like both statements presented 
first. Then we can engage in a dialog with members of the committee.

We would ask Under Secretary of State George Ball to proceed first.
No matter how much its suppor ters may wish otherwise, the founders  

of the United Nations did not envisage thei r creation as a move ,
toward world government, or anything  resembling it. They saw it *
rather as an institutional means through which the grea t powers 
could main tain the peace, guided by the principles enunciated in the charter.

U n it ed  N a ti o n s  in  th e  P e rs p e c ti v e  of  th e  P a s t  Q u a r te r  C en tu ry

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE W. BALL, FORMER U.S. 
REPR ESENTATIVE TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. Ball. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
In examining the present operations of the United Nations and 

considering possible changes in the charte r, or in its procedures and 
practices, tha t would make it more effective, one must obviously begin 
with a well-formulated conception as  to what purposes the  U.N. pres
ently serves—what is its potential and what are its limitations .
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I say this because, in spite of the fact tha t the U.N. has now been a going concern for a quarter  of a century, there is still wide popular misconception as to how the dra fter s of the char ter intended it to function.
Fa r more clearly than  the Covenant of the League of Nations the U.N. Charter placed the prime responsibility  for the maintenance of peace squarely on the Securi ty Council, which, in essential concept was to be a club of the great powers—the instrument through which those powers could reach accord and mainta in stabi lity throughout the world.
To understand both the League Covenant and the United Nations Charter, one must recognize the ir common inspira tion. Both drew heavily on the experience of the Concert of Europe—or, as it is sometimes referred to—the Council of Europe. This was never a permanent body. The great powers simply came together from time to time when faced with emergencies requiring common action. The arrangement had among its most serious defects the lack of any formal mechanism for convoking meetings, and quite often major powers refused to attend. Nor was there any established set of principles to guide decisions, w ith the result that the powers normally acted from no higher motive than the maintenance and protection of the existing dynastic system.
Nevertheless, the concert of Europe proved extremely useful. It  assured a measure of order and stabi lity throughout the 19th century. It  stopped several small wars and prevented them from growing into big ones. So long as there  was a reasonably stable balance of power which prevented any one of the great nations from dominating the continent, the concert of Euro pe was effective to keep the peace. It  was only when tha t balance was destroyed tha t Europe plunged into the insanity of the F irs t World  War.
The United Nations is obviously a far  advance over the concert of Europe. The char ter provides a body of princip les to govern the decision of the U.N. institut ions. It establishes the Security Council as a continuing body with permanent members, consisting of the great powers (as they were known at the end of the Second World War) togethe r with nonpermanent members drawn from among the smaller powers and designated to serve on a rota ting  basis.
Yet, in spite of these obvious improvements the success of the charter was necessarily dependent on the continuance of a balance between the major powers as a fundamental prerequisite for peace. For the effectiveness of both the League of Nations and the United Nations in keeping the peace rested on the  assumption of common action by the grea t powers, which was, of course, impossible if such a balance did not exist.
In  the period since the Second World Wa r we have managed to achieve a precarious balance quite different from that  contemplated at the time the char ter was drafted. I t is, in essence, a bilateral balance between the United States  and the Soviet Union with the non-Com- 

munist powers—part icularly  the powers of  Western Europe—acting, under the leadership of the U nited  States, to oppose the extension of power by the Soviet Union and the Communist nations beyond geograph ic lines developed in the postwar period.
In  terms of classical politica l theory, these lines have marked the 

division between the Communist and non-Communist spheres of in-
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fluence, and the only impo rtan t wars  that have been fought since 1945 
resulted from efforts of the Communist powers to rup ture  those lines 
and expand thei r sphere of influence a t the expense of the non-Com- 
munist world.

Yet it has been one of the tragedies of the past two decades that , 
because we have succeeded in maintaining  the  balance only by a con
stan t political strugg le which we have come to call the cold war, the 
United  Sta tes and  the Soviet Union have not been able to achieve that 
basis for common action which is essential to render the Secur ity Coun
cil a fully effective instrument  for keeping the peace.

I emphasize this obvious fact because it is so often  overlooked by 
editoria l writers—not ex-editoria l writers—and, with respect even 
by some of our political leaders, who write and talk  as though we could 
solve the world's most troublesome problems by “taking them to the 
United Nations.” *

We have only to look a t the impotence of the United  Nations to 
cope with the princ ipal areas of conflict which now confront us—the 
war in Vietnam, the strugg le in the Middle East—to understand the 
futi lity  of such a suggestion. Because the most dangerous local quar
rels are, by definition, those with cold war implications , they are auto 
matically removed from the area in which it is possible to achieve 
superpower agreements in order  to permit effective United  Nations 
action.

In  saying all this, I do not mean to suggest, of course, that the 
United Nations does not play a useful purpose, or tha t it is not, in 
fact, indispensable. Nor do I  even suggest t hat  it may not, sometime 
in the future , finally begin to operate in the manner contemplated by 
its founders. I devoutly hope it can.

But that will involve not only the continued preservation of the 
balance, but a slow evolution toward the creation of a new world 
environment enabling the great powers to live together in greate r 
tranquility. That  is the assumption which gives hope to our policy 
that,  as we move together into a changing world, the United States 
and the Soviet Union will, bit by bit, find an increasing number of 
relatively small areas where the common interests of our two coun
tries overlap, even though they may not be completely congruent.

Meanwhile, within  the limitat ions imposed by the nature of the *
cleavage between the United  States  and the Soviet Union, the United  
Nations has performed any number of useful—indeed, essential—• 
tasks. It  has made it possible for  a billion people—one-third of the 
ear th’s population—to make the perilous passage from colonial de- 
pendence to at least some form of juridical  independence with a mini 
mum of carnage and disruption.

It  has given the  leaders of the emerging new nations a place in the 
sun and an education in parl iame ntary diplomacy. It  has provided 
peacekeeping forces to create buffer elements between the contesting 
nations in a number of local disputes. And, finally, i t has helped the 
great powers to avoid direct confron tation  by interna tional izing spe
cific local conflicts and defusing them within a multilate ral setting.

It  is in improving the procedures by which the United  Nations 
accomplishes these importan t tasks tha t the most useful effort can now 
be made. So long as the fundamental  st ruggle persists between the two 
halves of this polarized world, I  see very li ttle hope of improving  the
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effectiveness of the United Nations in bring ing about the resolution 
of major conflicts.

I would hope, therefore, tha t the work of this  subcommittee will 
be directed prim arily  toward  developing a set of recommendations 
within the framework of the possible, since there is much to be clone 
in the broad area I have described, and I  commend this subcommittee 
for undertaking th is inquiry.

Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
NIr. Gallagher. Thank you, Air. Ambassador. 

u  We would like  to  proceed wi th Ambassador Wiggins.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES RUSSELL WIGGINS, FORMER U.S. 
REPRE SEN TAT IVE TO THE  UNITED NATIONS

Air. AViggins. As the United Nations approaches the 25th anni 
versary of its found ing at San Francisco on October 24,1945, there is 
a widespread disposition to say tha t it has failed to achieve the great 
objectives proclaimed at its launching. It  is a d isposition tha t judges 
the United  Nations by its inabili ty to fulfill the most extravagant 
hopes tha t were aroused at its beginning, and one that  fails to take 
account of the degree to which i t has fulfilled expectations more con
sonant with political  realities  in a far from perfect world.

It  has not brough t about peace in this century. The devices with 
which it was equipped to restra in aggression, to impose settlements on 
warr ing countries, and to employ collective mili tary  force have 
fallen into disuse and disrepair afte r some successes. Candor compels 
the admission t ha t the United Nations today does not have effective 
peacekeeping machinery. The Security Council has been rendered 
almost impotent by the great  power veto and the alinements of the 
cold war. The General Assembly aft er some successes under the 
Uni ting  for Peace resolution of 1950 has been confronted by almost 
insoluble problems arising from the refusa l of powers to pay for 
peacekeeping and by unwill ingness of  the Assembly to enforce article 
19 of the charter.

Ini tial  hopes tha t the Court of Inte rnat iona l Justic e might settle 
many disputes by judicia l means have been disappointing, probably 

* because, as Richard N. G ardner has pointed out, “the major conflicts
of our time are typical ly non justiciable, in the sense t ha t at least one 
par ty is challenging the legal quo.”

In the first stages of euphoria about the U.N. there was hope tha t 
the United Nations would p ut an end to all war. Then there  was the 
much more modest hope t ha t it might end all wars except those be
tween the United States and the Soviet Union. And even that  more 
restricted hope has had to be adjusted to the realization that  most dis
putes involve the tw’o great powders in some way.

In  spite of these limitat ions, the United Nations has been a great 
influence for peace. A U.N. Commission for Indonesia helped arrange 
a political  settlement that made tha t country independent, a classi
cal example of  the U.N.’s helpfulness in ending colonialism. A U.N. 
Commission for Ind ia and Pakis tan brought about a cease-fire there 
in 1948 and induced another cease-fire in the India-Pa kistan war of 
1965; A U.N. presence has helped maintain  order in Cyprus; the Se
curity Council as a result of the absence of the Soviet Union went to
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the defense of South Korea; the United Nations Emergency Force stationed on Arab terr itory in 1956 made the settlement of the Suez crisis possible and kept the peace in the Middle Eas t until  the 1965 war; the United  Nations prevented the dismemberment of the Congo in 1960. These are notable accomplishments.
At the same time, the existence of the United Nations has not prevented North Korea from indulg ing in repeated  acts of war under taken with impunity; it has not diminished the hostil ity between the Peoples Republic of China and the Republic of China on Taiwan;  it has not  punished the Soviet Union and four of i ts allies for invading and occupying Czechoslovakia; it has not kept North Vietnam from sending troops in to South  Vie tnam ; it  d id not rest rain  Nigeria from waging a long, bloody, and successful war against Biafra; it has not induced South Africa to relinquish possession of Namibia. VThe United Nations failures with the wars of this century have taken place on front stage and in the presence of the world. Its  successes, in dealing with circumstances that  would otherwise result in the wars of the next century, have not had the same attention. If  it has not yet brough t about general and complete disarmament, it has achieved many important steps toward disarmament since the establishment of the 18-nation Disarmament Committee. I t brough t about the suspension of nuclear  arms. I t has laid the groundwork for the Soviet-American discussions on the limitation  of offensive and defensive nuclear arms the first stage of which has just  been concluded at Helsinki. These accomplishments, and other  efforts such as the Convention on Astronaut Recovery and on the Peaceful Uses of the Ocean Floor, go forw ard with little fanfare,  but all deal with pre venting future war.
Dramatic  conf rontat ions having to do with the diplomat ic crises of our own century capture 90 percent o f the  att entio n given the United 

Nations in the press of the world. But,  as it  has been frequently pointed out, three-fourths  of the staff and three-fourths  of the budget of the United Nations are devoted to social and economic problems.The mere enumeration of some of these activities conveys an idea of the immense scope of  the U nited  Nations  work in the field of social and economic problems—the United  Nations Child ren’s Fun d; the United Nations Ins titu te for Tra inin g and Research ; the United Na- tions Commission for  Refugees; the U.N. Food and Agriculture  Organization; the United Nations development prog ram; the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural  Organization; the World Health Organization .
The United Nations development program is one of  the most exciting in this field. Funds for this program have risen from $55 million in 1959 to nearly $200 million in 1969 (with $238 million in pledged and anticipated pledges for 1970). These amounts are not great,  in terms of worldwide development needs. Bu t the program does not aim at filling the void of capital  funds. I t has become increasingly apparent tha t achievements of  a satisfactory growth  rate in the undeveloped world involves more th an infusions of foreign capital. The greatest deficits are in technical assistance, managerial help, developmental ingenuity. I t is the object of UNDP to assist low-income countries in making fulle r use of the ir resources; to raise the ir productive capacity by demonstrating  investment  feasibili ty and creat-
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ing condition^ th at will make investment fru itful ; to provide exper t 
assistance and equipment.

The UNDP operations  rest on the notion tha t its funds must have 
a multip lier effect. They are to be used to put a spa rk to the economic 
fuel in a country. They are intended to supply the initia l stimulus. A 
list of some 50 UNDP-assisted projects, it has been determined, has 
brought out $2.3 billion in followup financing to carry on the projects.

A very substantial  tra ining program is helping to supply ta lent defi
cits. More than 400,000 men and women have been trained  at institutes 
established with UNDP assistance—65,000 engineers, 45,000 managers 
and supervisors and skilled workers, 50,000 industria l and vocational 
instructors, 18,000 specialists in public utilitie s, 10,000 secondary 
school teachers, and 6,000 administra tors and development p lanners.

Here  is a multil ateral  p rogram tha t ought to have great appeal for 
the United States. Our dollars put  into UN DP have a double multi
plier  effect. For  every $40 the United States puts into the fund other 
countries put in $60. Every dollar tha t UNDP spends is multipl ied 
again, many times over, in the government and priva te capital  at 
tracted by UNDP-approved and surveyed projects.

The U.S. contributions have been substantial. They amounted to 
$413,946,372 from 1950 to 1965; $63 million in 1966: $70 million in 
1967; $75 million in 1968; $70 million in 1969; and $100 million has 
been proposed for 1970. Earge as these sums are, the amount ought 
to be increased to help bring UNDP the resources it can effectively 
use—and its technique does not involve a need fo r billions. This pro
gram, by every indication, is the most practical, hopeful, economi
cal, and efficient scheme of aid yet devised.

Internat iona l conferences organized and sponsored by the United 
Nations are another means of attacking the  problems of  our century. 
At the 23d General Assembly the United States supported a Swedish 
resolution to hold an international conference on the environment 
in 1972. Since t ha t resolution was passed interest in environmental 
problems has g reatly  increased in th is country and in other countries. 
This heighten ing interest ought to create a climate favorable for 
a very useful meeting in 1972. It  is to be hoped tha t this conference 
will be productive in stim ulating new interest in, and demand for, en- 

* vironmental measures within the represented countries, and tha t it
may lead, as well, to interna tional  action agains t worldwide environ
mental deteriora tion beyond the reach of any country acting alone.

There is no doubt that  the celebration of the 25th anniversary of 
*' the founding of the Un ited Nations is going to s timulate  a great deal

of reexamination of the charter and of the deficiencies that  have ap
peared in a quarter of a century of operation. And tha t is proper.

This reexamination surely will be directed first of all to  the peace
keeping machinery of the charter. Last October, Secretary General 
V Thant pointed out that the arrangements of chart er V II  for the 
use by the Security Council of military force to mainta in or restore 
international peace have never been used. This, he said, “is the re
sult of two unforeseen events, the change in the nature  of war caused 
by the development of atomic weapons, and the cold war, which have 
somewhat belied the notion tha t the Security Council, with the great 
powers in total agreement, would keep the peace of the world, if
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necessary by force.” The Secretary  General right ly said that  the idea
of collective security has broken down. An interval  of improvisation
with the General Assembly's peacekeeping devices now seems also tohave about played out.

A distinguished panel of the United Nations Association of the 
United  States  of America last April suggested a new attempt to set 
up standby United  Nations forces financed by a voluntary United 
Nations peace fund,  and urged tha t the United States negotiate with 
the Soviet Union on the development of methods of proceeding under 
article  43 of the charter. This proposal, so f ar as I  know, has not been *pursued with success. The suggestion does not surmount  the real, 
inherent difficulty that  the disagreement between the great  powers is 
not over how to keep the peace but is over what kind of a peace to 
keep. I t is not centrally a dispute over how to recruit and set up and Vdirect a mil itary  force.

No doubt, during the 25th year  of the United Nations there will be 
a great deal of renewed discussion of the admission of the  Peoples Re
public of China to the United Nations. It  is a subject tha t raises inter
esting questions not only about China but about l arger questions con
cerning the rigid ity of the cha rter  and its adap tabil ity to circum
stances greatly  different than those which existed at the time of its 
adoption. It  also raises questions about the powers of  the permanent members of the Security Council.

The “China question” has been before the General Assembly at 
every session except tha t of 1964. Unt il 1961 it was in the form of a 
morator ium proposal on the discussion of the matter. Beginning in 
1961, the debate has been on two m atters : («) Whether the representa
tion of China is an “important question and (6) a resolution pro
posed by Communist countries to remove the Republic of China of 
Taiwan and admit the Peoples Republic of Peking.

The General Assembly repeatedly has adopted resolutions affirm
ing th at the representation of China  is an impor tant question (requ ir
ing a two-thirds vote). In 1961 the vote was 61-34-7. I n 1965 it was 
56--49-11. In 1966 it  was 66-48-7. In 1967 it was 69-48-4. The affirma
tive vote on “important” questions rose to 73-47-5 in 1968. I t dropped 
in 1969 to 71-48-4.

The motion to expel the Republic of China and admit the Peoples «Republic of China has failed by the following votes: 1961 (37-48-19);
1962 (42-57-12);  1963 (41-57-12) ; 1964 (no vote) ; 1965 (47-47-20) ;
1966 (46-57-17); 1967 (45-58-17) ; 1968 (44-58-23);  1969 (48-56-12).

These votes do not suggest tha t Communist China is likely to gain 
in the Assembly very soon a majo rity of the votes on the important 
question issue of a two-th irds vote on the expulsion of Nationalist 
China and the seating of the Peoples Republic of China.

There is presently much ta lk about a rising sentiment for admitt ing 
Red China, bu t such a sentiment has  not been reflected in the voting in 
the General Assembly.

An approach tha t differs from the so-called Albanian resolution 
expelling Nationalist China and admi tting  Communist China has 
been advocated by many persons under the label “two-China” policy.
This proposal would not expel Nationalist China but would admit 
Communist China as a member of the United  Nations. Since the ad
mission of new members is a process that must commence in the Secur-
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ity Council and tha t must gain the favorable vote of all the perma
nent members, it is difficult to see how a simple membership resolu
tion could get out of the  Security Council where China still is seated.

Previous methods to unseat Nationalist China in the Security  Coun
cil have failed by vote of 3 in favor and 6 agains t on Jan uary 13, 
1950, and by a vote of 3 in favor and 8 against on August 1, 1950. 
These votes were in the 11-member Security Council and the 15-mem- 
ber Security Council m ight line up differently, but it seems doubtful 
that a m ajority , including all permanent  members, could be had.

There is nothing in the chart er to preclude the delegates of Na-
* tionalis t China from exercising a veto on a resolution to expel Na

tionali st China, or to keep him from retaining his seat if expulsion 
were voted.

If  a motion were made to admit Red China as a new member, it
* would also be subject to a veto. (The Soviet Union frequently has 

used the veto on membership resolutions.)
The difficulties of implementing the two-China policy result in pa rt 

from the rigid ity of the charter.  It  is vir tually impossible to remove 
a permanent member by vote or  by amendment.

The composition of the  Security Council was changed in 1963 from 
11 to 15 members. Would it be possible to change the number of p er
manent members so as to give Communist China a membership in the 
General Assembly and a permanent delegate in the  Secur ity Council ?

It  is interesting to speculate on what China was in the minds of the 
delegates to the United Nations Conference in 1945. At  th at time, the  
population  of mainland China was 455 million, of which 70 million 
were under Japanese control, 100 million under Communist control, 
100 million under doubtful control, and 135 million under Chinese 
Nationalist control. Territor ially , the Nationalists controlled 2,800,- 
000 square miles of China’s 3,300,000 square miles. Jap an controlled 
82,000 square miles. The Communists 200,000 to 225,000 square 
miles and 170,000 square miles were under no effective control. It  is 
clear tha t at the time the delegates were surely talking about the 
China in effective control of most of the terri tory  and most of the  pop
ulation—Nationalist China.

It  can be argued that events since then have a ltered the Government 
of Taiwan  so as to make it  a curious anomaly to counit i t among the

* great powers and give it one of the five permanent seats in the Secur
ity Council. The charte r, curiously enough, provides no machinery 
for correcting such an anomaly. And it contains no machinery for 
changing other permanent members when and i f they no longer can be 
regarded as “grea t” powers entitled to permanent membership. The 
Republic of China has contracted from 4,480,992 square miles on 
the mainland in all of China, to 13,885 or from 2,800,00 square miles 
in 1945 to 13,885 square miles now. In  population i t has shrunk f rom 
457,835,475 (all of China) to 12,993,000. This is a very great change.

Other permanent members have greatly changed too, if size and 
population are the criteria of el igibility  of permanent members of the 
Security Council. Great Br ita in has contracted from 5,459,342 square 
miles and a population  of 509,717,413 people a t the heigh t of  empire 
to 142,498 square miles an d 58,565,070 people. France has contracted 
from 5,185,029 square miles and 127,604,472 people to 259,105 square 
miles and 48,136,449 people.
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Moreover, i f the Security Council were to reflect great power real
ities, how could permanent seats be refused to Japan and to India ?

Such is the rigidity  of the char ter in this respect, however, that  
it is difficult to see how the composition of the permanent seats on the 
Security Council can ever be changed without the consent of every 
permanent member.

As Hans Kelsen has pointed ou t: “Amendments to the charter come 
into force only when ratified by two-thirds  of the members of the 
United Nations, including all the permanent members of the Security 
Council" (Kelsen, p. 264) ; and “* * * a permanent member of the 
Security Council may use its veto rig ht  * * * in its own interest 
* * * (Kelsen, p. 265) .

If  the Security Council were to reject the credentials of the in
dividual representing a permanent member, the great power involved 
could fall back on rule 13 of the Rules of Procedure under which 
“Head of Government or Minis ter of Foreign Affairs is entitled  to 
sit on the Security Council without submitting his credentials."

The United Nations seems powerless to a lter the membership of  the 
Security Council in a manner unacceptable to any of the present 
permanent members, either  by vote in the Security Council, the Gen
eral Assembly, or by amendment to the charter.

A remaining hope of making  the Security Council conform to 
altering world conditions may exist in the form of amendments to 
increase the number  of permanent members. I t is possible to imagine 
circumstances in which Na tional ist China might consent to increasing 
the permanent members from five to eight by adding India , Japan,  
and Communist China, as an alternative to some more disagreeable 
solution.

Many authori ties, such as H ans Kelsen, have been very critical of 
the charte r provisions setting up the Security  Council with five per
manent seats having special powers. Kelsen argues tha t “the veto 
right of the five permanent members of the Security Council, which 
places the privileged power above the law of the United Nations, es
tablishes their  legal hegemony over all the other members of the or
ganization, and tnus  stamps on it the mark of an autocratic or aristo
cratic regime.”

He contends there is a contradiction between the political ideology 
of the United Nations and i ts legal constitution. “This contradiction,” 
he believes, “may completely paralyze the great advantage  tha t the 
charte r tried to ga in over the covenant (of the league) by conferring 
upon the Security  Council a power almost equal to tha t of a 
government.”

The China question, in the end, thru sts beyond the issue of China's 
permanent seat to the issue of the status of all grea t powers unde r the 
charter. No doubt it was unwise of the founders to incorporate nations 
by name into the power struc ture of the c harter so as to make it virt u
ally impossible to alte r this struc ture by any process under the charte r 
no matter what anomalies ar ise as the result of shif ting  power rela
tionships in a changing world.

Of course, it can be a rgued tha t, from a small power point of view, 
the more the permanent members become unrepresentative of great 
power, the less offensive their privileged positions is and the more 
democratic the Security Council becomes. Time already has subverted
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the intention of the founders  to award  the permanent seats on the 
Security Council to the world’s greatest powers—if terri tory , popu
lation, and military power are criteria of great power. Only two of 
the five retain unimpeachable credentials now.

The United  Nations, it is c lear, is a long way from solving e ither 
the China question or the larger question of the permanent seats on 
the Security Council as a whole.

It  is easy to get impatient with the United Nations. The cold war 
division in the Security  Council has rendered it almost powerless to 
reach decisions and impotent to enforce them after it has reached 

w them. The General Assembly rol ls along on a tide of pious protesta
tions that often soar far  above the practices of most of its members. 
Some of  its resolutions are  monuments to hypocrisy and futili ty. It  is 
easy to  grow impat ient with many of the newer slates which do not 

w hesitate  to recommend the use of force (which they cannot supply)
agains t countries with which they disagree on social or political issues. 
It  is impossible not to be irrita ted  by members who repeatedly  attempt 
to get the General Assembly to impose upon rival governments pen
alties they know are illegal and violative of the express provisions of 
the charter and the rules of  the  Assembly. I t is a little  t ryin g to hear 
U.N. officials operate on a double standard tha t permits  them to freely 
advise non-Communist states on their in ternal affairs but precludes the 
same sort of advice for  Communist states.

But trying and irri tat ing  and annoying as the United  Nations may 
be, from time to time, through weaknesses of its peacekeeping struc
ture, follies of its membership, or idiosyncrasies o f some of its  spokes
men, these are passing annoyances and triv ial irrit ations that  cannot 
be permitted to becloud the solid achievements of the Uni ted Nations, 
allowed to govern the policies of a great and responsible world power 
or permit ted to color with emotional bias the purposes of a great 
people.

The United Nations was called in to being 25 years ago by the r eal
ization of the statesmen of the world tha t some new system was 
needed to safeguard mankind against the dangers  of recurren t, devas
tatin g worldwide war. Events since have multiplied those dangers. 
While we need to be clearheadedly aware o f the imperfections of the  
United  Nations, it is its imperfections  we should labor to eliminate 

* and not the United Nations. We began with hopes too high. We moved
on to expectations too low. I t is time for more mature hopes and 
expectations consonant with the political realities  of our dangerous 
times.

Mr. Gallagher. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador. You have 
presented a very enlightening  statement, reviewing the activities of 
the United Nations in the past 25 years.

At this time if there is no objection, I  would like to insert Ambas
sador Goldberg's statement  into the record. He was unable to join 
us here today.

(Mr. Goldberg’s statement fo llows:)
Sta teme nt  by H on . Art hu r J. Goldberg

When I left the Supreme Court of the United States to enter on my new duties 
at the United Nations, I made a statem ent which may have sounded to some 
like a mere rhetorical flourish; but it was entirely serious. The statement was 
tha t I was moving from one a rea dedicated to the rule of law to another dedi-



28cated to the same pri ncipl e; and tha t, to my mind, the effort to bring  the rule of law to govern the relations between sovereign states—'the central effort of the Un ited Nat ions — is the gre atest  a dventure in  his tory.These beliefs come nat ura lly to me from a lifet ime in the law and in the pursuit  of the just  resolution of conflic ts through the process. The rule of law among nations is obviously more difficu lt than at hom e; but it is even more necessary, and we have ample proof that it is possible—indeed in some measure it is an accomp lished fac t.I am well awar e that  there are other views of this subject, even among people who have wide experience of diplomacy and world politics. We hear it said tha t what natio ns really  respect is not law hut poli tical  power. Besides, we are told, this  is an age of revolu tions, of deep splits of value s between Eas t and West and between N orth and Sout h. And since law derives  fr om values, this revolutionary era is said to be go ing through what one di stinguishe d crit ic calls “ a withdraw al of the lega l order ,” in which  sheer power is more decisive than ever in inte rnat iona l aff air s, and laws, especia lly that of the United Nation s, has become li ttle more than  a mockery.My own readin g of the fac ts leads me to a very different conclusion, as I shall explain in a moment. But  before speci fically  discuss ing inte rnat iona l law, I would first like to make three observa tions about law in general.Fir st,  we must beware of fram ing  the argument in such a way that law and power become anti thetica l. In  real lif e, law and power operate together. Power not ruled by law is a me nac e; but law not served by power is a delusion. Law is thus the highe r of the two pri ncipl es; but it cannot operate by itse lf.My second broad point is tha t law canno t be derived from power alone. Might  does not make right. On the cont rary , law springs from one of the deepest impulses of human nature. No doubt the  co ntrar y impulses to tight and dominate often pr ev ail ; but sooner or late r law has its  turn. In one o f the decisive moments in the history of law, Ki ng  John  thou ght he could impose his arb itra ry will by forc e; but the barons who mustered superior force preferred to subst itute an agreed rule—M agna  Ca rta —for  any man ’s arb itrary will. Thus, the Ki ng  became subject to the law,  and new proof was given of the strong human impulse toward law and the peace that  law brings.  In  the history  of our count ry, this impulse has been especially strong from the beginning, and found its highe st expression in our writte n Constitution.My third  point flows from the second. Becau se law responds to a human impulse, it rests on much more than coercion. Law  must have the police power, but it is by no means synonymous or coterminous with police power. It  is much larger  in its conception and in its  reach . It  builds new inst itut ions  and it produces new remedies. It  tames the force s of change and keeps them peaceful . People obey the law not o nly out of fea r of punishment but also because of what law does for  them : the dur abi lity  and reli abi lity  it gives to insti tut ion s; the recipro city tha t comes from  keeping one’s word ; and the expec tation , grounded in experience, tha t the j us t process of law will  right their wrongs and grievances. All  the police power in creat ion could not long uphold a system of law that  did not meet these affirmative expec tations.Our hope fo r world peace depends on our abil ity to extend to the intern ational sphere a dual concept of law,  both creative and coercive.This  extension of law into the inte rnation al realm is not going to be achieved in one great  Utopi an stroke of the pen. In the Unite d Nations Cha rter , and in age-old norms of inte rnat iona l law,  the community of nations alrea dy has a set of funda mental rules which do not need to be rewritten so much  as they need to be observed. Our task, therefore, is to make greater  use of exis ting  machiner y and exis ting  norms—to build on them and to broaden out the areas of intern ational relation s that  are susceptible to them.To keep the matter in perspective, let us first  reca ll that  the areas of  intern ational law and order are already very broad—and they are constantly broadening to fit the emerging common interes ts of nations. Wit hou t law,  inte rnationa l mail would not be deli vered; ships and ai rc ra ft  would collide in the ni gh t; international business contrac ts could be v iolat ed with  even greater impun ity than now ; infec tious  diseases and insect pests would cross front iers all the tim e; there would be no extra dition of cr im in al s; weather  inform ation would not be exchanged ; radio activ ity from nuclear  test ing would jeopardize our lives and that of  our poste rity ; the Antarctic  and the moon would be subje ct to competing claims of  sovereignty and rival arm am ents; the safe ty and return  of astrona uts accidentally landi ng on foreign ear thly soil would not be guara nte ed; and even



29diplomats—who are supposedly full -tim e practitione rs of power politics— would be un able to c arry  on their business.Many  functions  of the inte rnationa l order are so f am ilia r as almost to be taken for granted. Some of them long antedate the United Nations . But  it would be a great mista ke to underrate them or to dismiss them as merely “ tech nica l” and "non -poli tical.” They are bridges of common interes t among nations, and the sum of these common interests  is one of the great unseen inhib itors  of polit ical conflict and inter national  violence.The Unite d Nations and its agencies, through their  economic, techn ical and social  programs, continue  to add to this system of bridges . In doing so, they serve not only the techn ical convenience of nations but also thei r desperate need to cure the evils from which lawles s action sp rin gs: poverty, illit era cy, hunger, disease and depriva tion of human rights. I believe that this multilat eral  system must be strengthened furt her  whenever possible.Now I turn to the most difficult area,  where law dire ctly  confron ts polit ical conflict  and violence among nations.The basic law here is in Art icle  2, Para grap h 4, o f the United Nations Ch ar ter : “ All members shall  refr ain in their  international relations from the threat or use of force again st the terr itor ial integ rity or poli tica l independence of any state.”  As the Charter embodies this  law , so the  Unit ed Nations as an orga niza tion should be, ideally, the cour t of las t resort in seeing tha t it is adhered to. I say "la st resort”  because the Cha rter itse lf imposes on member states the prior duty to seek peacef ul settlement of disputes through “ negotiation, inquir y, mediation, concil iation , arbi trat ion,  jud ici al settlement, resort to regional agen cies or arrangeme nts, or other peacef ul means of t heir choice .”The framers of the Cha rte r did not assume that  even when these remedies had been exhaus ted the Securit y Coun cil would alwa ys be able to meet its responsibilities . By  provid ing for a great-power veto, they recognized the div isions of power and the paralysis tha t these divisio ns migh t cause. For  situa tions  in which the UN  was unable to act,  they reaffirmed in Art icle  51 the inherent  righ t of  ind ividual or collective self-defense against aggression.The United Natio ns system of peace and securi ty, then, depends upon the individual actions of states as well as the collecti ve actions  of the Orga niza tion. It  is a fra gile  system, to be sure—but the record of its achievem ents in the past twenty- four years proves i t fa r from impotent. In Kor ea, it succe ssful ly met open, full-scale d aggression. In Kashm ir, in Cypr us, it has kept smoldering conflicts under control—and when they leapt out of control it has created new inst ruments to put out the flames. In the Middle  East, the UN  kept an uneasy peace for twenty years and aft er  the six day war erupted, is now engaged in the search for a jus t and last ing peace. In the Congo,  it prevented a newborn nation , lac king most of the prac tical essen tials of nationhood, from being torn apar t, recolonized, or turned into a grea t power battleground in the heart of Af ric a. In the Cuba n missile crisis , it played an essential mediatory role.It  is easy for a criti c to say, “ Well, some of these problems are nearly as old as the UN  itse lf, and they aren’ t settled yet. ” Th is is quite true, and it points up the fru stratin g difference between the domestic and the inte rnationa l realm. On our Supreme Cour t, I soon learned tha t the most sat isfy ing  words are four in number, and they appear  at the end of a Court dec isio n: “ It  is so ordered.”  Many of the greatest  conflicts the UN  must handle— the “ chronic  cases”  on the inte rnationa l sick list—cann ot, we have  learned, be cured by issuing orders. Often  the greatest  success we can hope for  is to prevent a relapse into violence until the disputants  work the poison out of their systems. Th at process is normally  measured in years and sometimes in generations.The dai ly headlines from every quarter  of the globe are sufficient reminder of how tenuous the rule of law of the UN  is. Bu t, as Ad lai  Stevenson said, “ Let  none of us mock its weakness, for  when we do we are mocking ourselves.”Wit h all  its weaknesses, however, I believe the existence of the UN  during  the past twenty four years , beset with  the dangers of war and the persistent pressures of revolutionary  change  in every continent, has been a decisive blessing  to mankind. It  has been a meeting ground between E ast and Wes t and when h ardly any common interests could be perceived save the intere st in sheer surv ival.  And today it afford s a coherent framewor k and a place of dign ity and influence to more than fifty  n ations , newly born fr om the colonial age. It  is their  i nter national  home, their badge of  legitimacy,  their disinterested helper and advis er, their
41 -9 72 —70 3
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trainin g ground in the arts of diplomacy—the visible sign of their  stake in the
community of nations.

There are still some who dream of an international Utopia in which a few 
civilized states  could use their  power to set tle the affairs of the world, much as 
the major powers of Europe did in the Century a fter  the Congress of Vienna. But 
we should remember tha t when the rule of the concert of Europe finally fell 
apart, world war ensued. This happened in great par t because, in large areas of 
the world, the international order of the nineteenth century did not redress 
grievances but merely submerged them—until in our own century they erupted 
in revolution and world war.

The world law we should seek should be different. I t should extend impartially to white and black, north and south, old and new. It  will still be imperfect ; 
it will still depend for its effectiveness on the willingness of the stronger nations to put thei r power at its service. But it should embrace in a spirit of equality all the races and cultures of the world—and it should address itself *to the real troubles of mankind: Poverty, inequality, and the deprivation of rights. If it does, i t will surpass even the hundred years’ peace of the Congress of Vienna, which was based on the subjection of impotence of half the world’s 
peoples. L-1'Our country derives its influence in the world not only from great physical power but also from the fact tha t our basic laws and our national outlooks are premised on the equality and dignity of all men. The way to peace in this turbulent age is to keep to tha t vision;  to work with all our might for the establishment of a  struc ture of law that will be reliable and jus t to all nations.For though law alone cannot assure world peace, there can be no peace without it. Our national policy and all our energies should operate in the light of tha t truth.

Mr. Gallagher. One question which we would perhaps  like to dis
cuss, which you certainly touched on in your statement  is the question 
(hat is really being posed today by many editoria l writers,  not ex
editorial writers as the former Unde r Secretary of State stated :
“Would the world be bette r off without the U nited Nations?”

On that I  would like to ask you to comment.
Mr. Ball. For  anybody who has actually felt the responsibility 

of day-to-day conduct of foreign policy, who has lived through major 
crises such as the Cuban missile crisis and the problems we had in 
the Congo, some of the agonizing problems we had in Vietnam, and 
so on, the idea tha t we would have to conduct our policy without 
the availabil ity of the  United  Nations would be a very star tling and 
dismaying thought .

One does not have to  believe tha t the United Nations is the solu
tion of all problems to recognize tha t it serves a very useful purpose, 
and in fac t a purpose which is probably quite essential in this present 
turbulent age. •»

We have all kinds of difficulties between our p art  of the world and 
the Soviet part of the world. There are many times when it is con
venient to both sides to be able to avoid the direct, nasty confrontation 
which could lead to something bigger by resorting to the processes of 
the United  Nations, even though there is a recognition on both sides 
that th is is not going to solve the problem.

It  is going to defuze the problem, it  is going to wrap it up in a multi
lateral context making it easier for some kind of a compromise to 
be worked out which might be impossible if  there were only a direct 
bilateral confrontation.

We see this again and again. There is nothing new about this. Take  
the problem like the Cyprus problem, which I lived through in
timately when I  was Under Secretary of State, there were two or three 
times when we were on the verge of a shooting war between Greece
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and Turkey and when the Soviet Union was making rash statements  
about its own relationship and commitments to the Government of 
Cyprus, where, if this had been allowed to go forward without direct 
and assertive action on the part of the United States, then action 
within  the U.N., but also within the U.N. later,  we would have been 
in deep trouble. We could have had an explosion in the eastern end of 
the Mediterranean tha t would have threa tened  one whole flank of 
NATO and might have led to a direct shooting quarrel  between our
selves and the Russians.

In  such a case, to have the availabi lity of the United  Nations was 
v a very useful th ing. If  one looks back at all of th e speeches th at were

made in the Security Council, they were propagandist ic and wordy 
speeches. They did not say very much except to overstate each side’s 
pos ition; nevertheless, the very process itself permit ted the argument 

* to wear itself out, so it never resulted in a big eruption.
This is something tha t, from the point  of view of the conduct of 

policy in a world which still unhappily is a polarized world, is an 
essential fallback tha t we have to have. In  the Cuban missile crisis, 
the Soviet Union would have had a terrible time takin g the missiles 
out of Cuba if it had not had the oppor tunity to wrap up all this in 
the proceedings of the Securi ty Council with a great number of na
tions getting into the act. Thus the whole th ing became an inte rna
tional incident in which a g reat  many people on each side wanted to 
see a settlement.

All this worked out from the point of  the view of the United States 
and the Western World  very successfully. The U.N. did not solve 
the problem, but the U.N. provided the kind of fallback tha t enabled 
the problem to be solved.

I think this is perhaps the most useful role th at it plays today and 
the most useful role th at,  given the polarization of the world, it can 
play.

So, to say because i t does not solve all the problems we should get 
rid of it, is total nonsense in my opinion.

Mr. W iggins. I f it did not exist, Mr. Chairman, I think we would 
be struggling  to contrive its equivalent. I don’t know whether in the 
present climate of the world we would do so very much better. I agree 
with Ambassador Ball tha t not only in the dramatic cases that he has 
cited, but in numberless o ther cases, the existence of the United  Na
tions and the fact tha t it  brings  the representatives of  all of the powers 
together in one place has perm itted overtures and the openings toward 

K the solutions of problems which, if they had to wait upon old-fash
ioned bilateral diplomacy, might have waited a long time for solution.

Although one gets annoyed with the impotence of some of its ac
tion and the futi lity  of some of its measures, it  may be building up a 
cumulative power of world opinion, which from this distance we are 
not capable of satisfactorily  analyzing. I suppose that frequent ly we 
have to say whereas it has had failures with preventing the wars of 
this century, it may have had more success in foresta lling the wars of 
the next century. We tend to be impatient  and frus trate d in solving 
contemporary problems, but maybe it is even more important to be 
working on the problems tha t could confront the next century.

Mr. Gallagher. I would like to ask jus t one additional question so 
my colleagues will have some time. We hear  a good deal about mis-
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chances on Vietnam, of opportunities  we have supposedly failed to 
take advantage of through the U.N. mechanism and the good offices of 
Secretary  General U Than t, to bring an end to tha t conflict.

Were there , in fact, opportunities in your days where the U.N. could 
have provided a more meaningful mechanism toward peace in Viet
nam—opportunities  that  the United States could have taken advantage of ?

Mr. Ball. I have never thought so, quite frankly, Mr. Chairman.
We were in a position where, as was pointed out by Ambassador Yost 
earlier, the principal dramatis personae were not available to us. They 
always gave the back of their  hands to the United Nations. ‘ r

The North A ietnamese were not members and the South Vietnamese 
have only an observer status. France, which has had a rather special 
role in the Vietnamese situa tion and could have played—particu- 
larly with the prestige of General de Gaulle—a useful role a t one time, V
was again disdainful of the U.N. mechanism.

So, I have never believed that the I .N. could have done very much.
Great efforts were made. A ery serious, bonafide efforts were made on 
the par t of the Secretary General and a great many other people, but 
I have never myself felt that i f there  had been a sligh tly different posi
tion taken or a sl ightly different nuance given to a par ticu lar policy, 
that it would have made any difference.

If  the I nited States had been prepared simply to say we are going 
to get out of Vietnam and we would like the U.N. to help us get out, 
we could have used the U.N. for that . But that was not the policy of 
our Government then and it  is not the policy of our Government today.

I think we are building up an enormous body of mythology about 
this which I don’t think is very helpful.

Mr. Gallagher. Ambassador Wiggins ?
Mr. W iggins. I agree with the Under Secretary. I don’t think any 

great opportun ities were overlooked nor neglected. No openings tha t 
promised a solution were walked by with indifference.

One tha t caused the most excitement probably came when Adlai 
Stevenson was at the U.N. I cannot  believe that he would be negligent 
in prosecuting any inquiry he fe lt hopeful.

Mr. Gallagher. Pa rt  o f the mythology always seemed to be—and 
you are closer to it than we here at the Congress—if we did certain 
things, the Secretary  General was quite prepared to carry  on beyond *
the surface.

Mr. B all. W hat the whole argument was about was the possibility 
of starting a dialog. Sta rting  a dialog does not at all assure a com
plete settlement. All it does is provide some communication back and 
forth .

I watched this situation from  a position of high responsibility in the 
State Department  fo r a number  of years. We never had any problems 
with star ting  a dialog if we were prepared to say anyth ing tha t the 
othe r side wanted to hear or if  the other side had been prepared to 
say anyth ing tha t we were w illing to listen to.

The fact is, we had positions which neither  side was prepared to 
move very far  from and, consequently, a settlement was impossible.

I t was not a question of talking. I t was a question of what we said 
and whether there is a possibility of coming together. In  my judgment, 
there  never was. If  the U nited  States had been willing to abandon its
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position and to take a  wholly d ifferent one, we would not have needed 
any appa ratus to do that . We had a dozen lines of communications 
open a t all times, through thi rd parties, through disavowable unoffi
cial representatives. The easiest thin g in the world was to get messages back and forth. 6

Air. R oybal. Are you, in fact, saying then tha t you would n ot need 
the United Nations under the circumstances you described?

Mr. Ball. I  am saying tha t in order  to have gotten into a discus
sion, there were any number of instrumentali ties available to use. The• United Nations could have been one, but we did not have to use it 
any more than  we finally used it when we went to a conference in 
Paris. I t was merely another channel.

The problem was that there was not the raw materia l for a settle- ment at tha t time.
Mr. F ascell. There was nothing to talk about?
Mr. Ball. That’s right.
Mr. Gallagher. Would you care to comment, Ambassador Wiggins ? 
Mr. Wiggins. I would agree.
Mr. Gallagher. Then it would not be f air  to chalk up with some 

doom the failu re of the establishment  of a dialog. Was it the failure  
oftheU .N.?

Air. B all. It was the inability  of the U.N. to come to grips with th is 
problem. In order to settle Vietnam, either there had to be a complete 
capitu lation or a substantial concession to the American view on the 
par t of the North Vietnamese, or the great powers on each side had 
to be prepared  to crack heads toge ther and settle it.

None of those situations prevailed. The Soviet Union was not pre
pared to go very far  in tryin g to influence the situation. On balance, 
I think tlie Russians would have prefe rred to see a solution than no 
solution. They had thei r own reasons for wanting to see the struggle 
ended, but they were not p repared to spend very much of th eir vested 
capital  within  the Communist Pa rty  system throu ghou t the world, 
part icula rly given the competition from Peking.

They were not prepared to spend this capital  to do it. Under the 
circumstances nothing happened, but that  was not the fault of the U.N,

Air. Gallagher. It  would also be fai r to say there were no missed
* opportunities  on our part throu gh the U.N. or f ailure  to communicate 

with the good offices of the Secretary General?
Air. Ball. There  was no failu re or delinquency on the par t of the 

U.S. Government to utilize the procedures of the U.N., the channels 
'* of the U.N. If  history  makes a criticism, it may hold tha t our sub

stantive policy in Vietnam was wrong, but that is something else again.
Air. Gallagher. Air. Gross?
Air. Gross. Thank you. Air. Chairman.
There are many questions I would like to ask, but it is not possible 

and I don’t know that  it would serve any useful purpose.
With  respect to Vietnam, are you two gentlemen saying there was 

no commitment on the par t of the United Nations to do anything 
about Vietnam?

Air. Ball. There never was.
Air. Gross. There is no obligation upon the United Nations? Let 

me ask this quest ion: You have been in the State  Department a long 
time. Air. Ball. AVhy are we in Vietnam?
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Mr. Ball. This requires a rather long answer.
Mr. Gallagher. We can bring that  up again on the 50th anniversary .
Mr. Gross. Can’t you do it briefly? The question is: Is th at a war of 

aggression or isn’t it ?
Mr. B all. All of these words such as “aggression” are words which 

different people will interp ret quite differently.
You asked me why we are in Vietnam and I will tell you. We are 

in Vietnam because it was the decision of two American administra 
tions—and I think the present admin istration agrees—that it was 
essential tha t we maintain the lines that  had been established in the 
postwar world between the Communists and the non-Communist 
worlds, and that  if we were to permit  an expansion of Communist 
influence and Communist power, this could result in set ting in motion 
a process tha t could ultima tely tip the balance between the two halves 
of the world.

It  was the decision of the U.S. Government that the contest in Viet
nam involved precisely tha t question—an effort by the Communist 
world to expand its power and influence into an area where it did not 
have it before.

There is a great deal of argument as to whether this was a proper 
interpreta tion of the facts, as to whether this was indeed something 
that could be regarded as a dangerous extension of Communist power, 
because there is an ambiguity as to the nature of the war.

You asked me why we are there and I can only say this was the 
decision of the U.S. Government taken at the time as to the nature  of 
the situat ion and that a mi litary  reaction was deemed necessary.

Mr. Gross. May I ask a simple question of both of you gentlemen.
Do you consider th is to be a war of aggression on the par t of the 

North  Vietnamese ?
Mr. Ball. There is aggression on the  side of North Vietnam. I  have 

had my own private views of the war for a very long time. I  held those 
views when I was in the U.S. Government. I think they are fairlv 
well known. Not only was there aggression on the part of the North 
Vietnamese, but there were also the elements of an internal revolt. 
Thus  there  were a great many factors involved other than Communist 
expansionism.

So, I  never though t this was a clear-cut situation. I thought Viet
nam was poor and difficult terra in on which we should make a military 
stand , but tha t is neither here nor  there. The fact  was that the Govern
ment did make the decision to do it.

The problem now is how do we get ourselves out of i t in a manner 
that  minimizes breakage and maintains the integ rity of our position 
to Hie greatest extent possible ?

Mr. W iggins. I have no hesitation in describing it as aggression if 
aggression contemplates the crossing of a frontier bv one armed force 
engaged in operation against another.

Mr. Gross. Was there not an obligation on the par t of the U.N. to 
do 'something about it ?

Mr. Wiggins. In the broad sense tha t the chart er created an or
ganization to create the peace, one has to acknowledge there  was a 
reason for the United Nations to concern itself with this and with 
other emergencies. As Mr. Ball has explained and as Ambassador Yost 
explained, there were repeated overtures at New York and consulta-
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tions with the Secretary General, the attit ude  of the Security Council 
was explored, the  position of the  Assembly, and it became quite clear 
it would be an exercise in futilit y in view of the nonpreparation of the 
principal countries involved and  a certa inty in advance tha t this was 
a situation in which the grea t powers would be able to agree on the 
use of a force of the kind that  was employed in Korea. I t was perfectly 
clear that, it would not have worked.

Mr. Gross. And in view of the fact  th at only two or three nations in 
the entire wide world had any appetite  fo r that  war.

Let me ask you another question: Wha t is your position with respect 
to seating Communist China in the United Nations ?

Mr. Ball. Personally, T think we probably use up more political 
capita l than  we should in t rying to maintain the present position, the 
position of th is being an im portant question and making certain that  
we have the votes to exclude Communist China. I think  the time has 
probably come when we should move toward a two-China solution. 
The Communists would not accept it, but it would make our position 
more rational and responsible in the eyes of the world and we would 
have to use up a lot less political capital try ing  to support it than 
we now do.

We ought to move gradu ally toward the acceptance of the  fact that  
a quarter or a fifth of the whole human race in China can’t be ignored 
so far  as concerns an institution which calls itself a universal ins titu 
tion. But this does not mean that  we should be willing to see the 
government in Taiwan thrown out and the government in Peking 
reinstalled.

This is a s ituation where we ought to say there is something which 
is called Mainland China tha t has a righ t to a place in the United 
Nations jus t as the  government in Taiwan has a place. I  don’t think 
we would change the result because Peking  would not come in under 
those circumstances, but we would certain ly avoid having  to spend 
so much political capital to support what I thin k is a bank rupt  
position.

Mr. Wiggins. I think the Chinese problem has stamped on the bottom 
of it “Made in China” ; tha t the attitude in the United Nations and 
in the United States  would differ a g reat  deal if Mainland  China had 
exhibited an inclination to pursue ordin ary diplomatic  means with 
other countries of the world and dealt as most nations do with the 
diplomats tha t have been accredited to it  and to face out to the world 
with a more enlightened attitude.

The form in which th is question presented itself to the U nited  Na
tions General Assembly has always been in the form of the so-called 
Albanian Resolution, which was a resolution to unseat the Republic 
of China on Taiwan and to seat the People’s Republic of China in 
its place.

I co into this in somewhat more detail in the statement I gave the 
chairman. This would he a curious position for the organization to 
take and the fact that  the last two sessions of the General Assembly 
have very emphatically voted against this solution and the fact tha t 
it has voted with very large majorities for a resolution that  it is an 
important question and must be passed by a two-thirds majority.

I see very little immediate prospect of a solution and it :s very 
difficult to see how under  the terms of the char ter you can unseat 
Nationalist China as the charter  is written. Wisely or unwisely, the
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charter was written with a curious inflexibil ity, reference who are the 
great  powers of the world. It is a curious aspect of the changing 
decade since not only has the terr itory and population controlled by 
Nationalist China diminished enormously, but so has the ter rito ry and 
population  controlled by Great Bri tain  and that which is controlled 
by France and the five great powers in the ini tial charter.
* Only the Soviet Union and the United States retain an unimpeach

able title  to be called a great power. It  is another anomaly of the 
char ter that presently Japan has no seat among the permanent  mem
bers of the Security Counc’l nor has India, which by terri tory  and ♦
population could make a substant ial claim.

It  is a weakness, I  think, in the charter  tha t it provides no ready 
means for reconciling the constitu tion of the Security Council w th  
the changing world and the specification of the great power members 
in the  charter itself seems a very, very curious th ing to put in a very 
fundamental document, and in reali ty means should have been made 
available in the charter  for reconciling it from time to time with the 
diminishing or accelerating power of different nations who might thus 
have been given an important place on the Council.

Of course, there is a substantial amount of opinion tha t the power 
vested in the five permanent members is undemocratic and that  it 
never should have been constituted in this matter. But whatever cri ti
cism there may be of the charter,  it is very difficult at thi s point to see 
how either the charter itself can be amended since each of the great 
powers has veto on many amendments, or how any of the si tting  mem
bers of the  permanent members of the Security Council should be un 
seated, since, if  it came to a pinch, the foreign minister of any nation 
sitting there can present himself and take his seat and not be chal
lenged by the whole Council or subjected to the examination of his 
credentials.

In spite of all of the language about the two-China policy, I find 
it very difficult to see how in practical terms it  could be effected.

Mr. Gross. Tha t is one of the great accomplishments of Alger 
Hiss—the inability  to do any thing  about the U n’ted Nations Charter.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question about control of the 
seabed while these gentlemen are here, but I yield since I have had 
more than my fa ir share of time. »

Mr. F ascell. I was struck by a perennial discussion going on in the 
Congress and our seniority system and how we ought to get rid of 
our chairmen and it does not make any difference whether they are 
conservative or liberal, but just because they are old, they should go. **

All kinds of ideas have been suggested as to how we should vote and 
how we should exercise some wisdom and pick “the best man.” All of 
tha t sounds great, but the only thing  tha t counts in the U.N. is whether 
you have enough votes and the same is t rue in Congress.

Mr. Ball. The older I  get the more sympathetic I am with the stand
ard of seniority.

Mr. Gross. Would the gent leman yield very briefly?
Mr. F ascell. Yes, I  yield.
Mr. Gross. When I left the House floor, they were beginning to mop 

up the blood from this morning’s Democratic caucus.
Mr. F ascell. A s one who participated and witnessed the discussion 

tha t went on, my colleague will be nauseated and unhappy to realize
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there was no blood spilled at all. We had a very, very sensible discus
sion without a major confrontat ion. It  was actually a love session.

Mr. Gallagher. I wouldn’t go that  far .
Mr. Fascell. The only confron tation tha t took place was one of the 

major parti cipants who got clobbered went out and told the press he 
won.

Mr. Gross. W hy don’t you submit tha t to the United  Nations?
Mr. F ascell. We have demagogs in the United States as well. I am 

not so sure we could ever get away from some system that  would say 
the Uni ted States is a great power. "We don’t have much ter ritory and 

• we have 200 million people and the popula tion explosion is going to
catch up with us.

1 am not ready to make that change yet, although philosophically 
and ideally and all tha t might have some bearing. So the U.N. is im- 
perfect. There is no question about that  and we are playing for our 
position as we see it and inte rpre t it  and we just have to hope we are 
doing a sensible and reasonable thing as we go along.

I don’t see any major changes in the U.N. Ch arter that will change 
the China situation. One is a purely political situation of the United 
States with respect to policy we hung onto for  a long time, which Am
bassador Ball  says is bankrupt , and the  other is the practical problem 
we are confronted with in a major effort year a fter year  a fter  year to  
maintain  pol itical resources, in terms of political capital which we ex
pend, in te rms of all of the negotiations tha t take place all over the 
world in order to make that vote and yet I  would submit if we just said, 
“OK, you are in,” they would not come in under  any circumstances and 
maybe we ought to gamble for tha t kind of gambit.

Mr. Ball. I don’t th ink it is much of a gamble. Relations between 
the United States and the government in Peking  are fundamentally  a 
problem of  our relations  with the government in Taiwan. As long as 
we maintain the relations which we have with the government of 
Taiwan, we have little  chance of mater ially changing our relations 
with the Peking government.

We might  as well relax and enjoy it. I t is one of the facts of life, 
which does not mean tha t we should not put  a be tter face on it since 
it costs us too much to maintain a position which by and large most of 
the world th inks is irrational.

« Certainly to get the votes in the U.N., we have paid heavily from
time to time. We might as well be f rank about that . I wholly agree 
tha t i t is not going to change anything substantive because the main
land Chinese Government is going to come in only on i ts own terms

•* and not merely we, but most of the leading members of the United  Na
tions are not going to accept those terms.

Mr. Fascell. Both of you gentlemen have had long distinguished 
careers prio r to the politica l ones which you enjoy. I have a funny 
feeling and I will just state a proposition tha t the Red Chinese could 
get in any time they wanted to. They don’t want  in and they want to 
put the onus on keeping out on the U nited  States .

Mr. Ball. They don't want to come in at all.
Mr. Fascell. Going one step fur ther , we did manage to get more 

votes on the China question this time than last time.
Mr. W iggins. Two fewer.
Air. F ascell. One time we went down to a tie vote.
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Mr. W iggins . I t was quit e a way back.
Mr . F ascell. W henever it  was, we worke d ou r way  up,  and yet  I detect  a grow ing independe nce  on tlie pa rt  of  ou r Lat in  fri ends  and  Af ric an  fri en ds  wi th  respec t to the Ch ina  question and othe r ques tion s, a nd I  am just wo nderi ng  what sho uld  be the pos tur e------Mr. W iggins. Excus e me. I t  was  1965.
Mr. F ascell. 'Wha t sho uld  the po stu re  be if  next tim e we get defeated on that  vote  ? Sh ou ld we ju st  let  th at  happ en  or  have an alt erna tiv e plan  ?
Mr. Ball. I  don’t th in k it wou ld eve r ha pp en  in those term s. We  wou ld nev er be de fea ted  on the Al ba nian  resolu tion. W ha t would hap pen is th at  an in ter med iat e pro posal  wou ld be pu t fo rw ard which  would result  in a posit ion , th at , in my judg men t, would  be unaccep table to the  ma inl and Chinese.  I f  we go t in a positi on where  it was  clear we did  not have the  votes  to ca rry th ings  exact lv the  way we wa nt them, I  th in k th at  is the  move anybody who is responsibl e at th at  tim e would make .
The ques tion  is wh eth er  we ou gh t to move in th at  dir ect ion  on our own.
Mr. W iggins . T here is one question about mo vin g in th at  dir ect ion  which I th ink you hav e to  examin e fo r a moment, and  th at  is if , as Secre tary Bal l suggests, a mere  resolu tion to admi t Bed  China  wou ld be rebuffed by Red C hina , you  would  have gone thr ou gh  an empty  ex ercise for a ce rta in  po lit ica l effect. I t wou ld no t have been an exerc ise wit hout any  price  ta g on it because it  would  hav e involved  a certa in amo unt  of em bar ras sment  to rep ud iat e ou r tie s wi th the  Republic of China  on Ta iw an  and it would sugges t the possibil ity  of an al te ra tio n of our polic ies in othe r place s in the  Pac ific  and the As ian  area.Moreover,  over a pe rio d of time  it has to be ack now ledged  th at  the  Rep ubl ic of China  on Ta iwan con sidered on its  own has  not been a difficult, reca lcitr an t, or  diso bed ient mem ber  of  the  Un ite d Nation s. I t  has  a p re tty good reco rd in the  U ni ted Na tio ns  and  it is no t wi tho ut fri ends  in th e Uni ted  Na tions.
Mr. Ball. I t  is a que stio n of how  much we are  wi lling  to pa y to ma int ain  th e sta tus  quo, which now is more th an  it sho uld  be. I would agre e with Am bassador Wigg ins th at it is not go ing  to  res ult  in  any sub stantive change in the  s itu ati on  but  it would  g enera lly  be  reg arde d as a move by  the U ni ted State s tow ard a so mewhat more rat ion al position on beha lf of  ou r fri en ds  aro un d the world .
Mr. F ascell. I  am not disc uss ing  the  me rit s or  ad vo catin g the  admission of Red Ch ina . I t wou ld seem to  me wi th  the  effo rts of  the prese nt ad min ist ra tio n and its for eig n policy pos itio n which they  don’t like to call  diseng age ment worldwide,  which is the  w ay I  read it,  pa rtn ersh ip  in Lat in  Americ a and fr iend sh ip  in Afr ica and Viet-  namizat ion  of the war  in Vietnam  and so on, I  wo nder how  long  we are  going to  be able to  hold onto  those  positions .
The neg otiations are  open to the  lef t. We  hav e th is kind  of  a ba ll game going  on. We are  taki ng  a whole new look  at all new policies.  We are not br eaking  any  commitmen ts, bu t we are  not ge tti ng  int o any new ones, and th is kin d of th ing . So I  am not as conf iden t th at  wp are  going to ma intai n a pos ition at the  U.N.  on what is a majo r cornerston e of U. S.  foreig n pol icy at leas t up un til  righ t now.
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Mr. Ball. I thin k it is a cornerstone that does not support very 
much.

Mr. Gross. The U.S. or U.N. ?
Mr. Ball. We pay a lot for  our rigid position on Red China I think 

we could move toward a different policy, reduce the political cost and 
change no thing as f ar  as China is concerned but simply be in a more 
generally well-regarded position around the world.

Mr. F ascell. I have one th ing and then I am through.
Ambassador Yost here has had a lifetime career in Government 

service. Ambassador Ball has had a life time in law and then capping 
w it with a g reat  career in public service. Ambassador Wiggins  was in

the newspaper business and a very grea t man in this field and then 
capping it with a political career There is a thre at from these three 
different fields of life and I don’t know if there is a commonality of 

** ideology in any sense, but I detect on the basis of your judgment, your
experience, your analysis of the United Nations and the U.S. role in 
the United Nations a common thread which is expressed in the answers 
to your questions and in the statements which you presented.

Do both of you agree with the thru st made by Ambassador Yost that 
our problems with respect to the  United Nations and the U.S. role is 
not a fruitless search to change the  c harter ?

Mr. Ball. I agree totally. An effort to change the charter  now 
would be either a futil ity  or a disaster.

Mr. Wiggins. I agree.
Mr. Ball. All one has to do is look at the problem of gett ing a 

new Secretary  General to find out the agonies of that  course.
Air. Fascell. Thank you, Air. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Air. Frelinghuysen  ?
Air. Frelinghuysen. I want to apologize for not being present 

for most of this testimony. I have a competing subcommittee that 
is beginning hearings and I had to go there.

I have been somewhat astonished by what I have heard. It  seems 
to me we have somewhat gotten off course if we are interested in the 
U.N. as a useful instrument, or ways of making it useful, and the use
fulness of the U.N. to the United States  I don’t think it would make 
one iota of difference with respect to the U.N. as an instrument if  the 
United  States should do an about-face and say we think Red China 

* should be admitted.
We would certainly  destroy our relationship with the Republic 

of China on Taiwan and I would think a change in our position 
would have quite an unset tling influence in other areas, too. Yet, 
I would suppose it would not make any difference with respect to 
Red China’s feeling about us or the United Nations, except to make 
us seem more naive.

So, if we are talking about the future, it seems to me we might 
get down to practicalities .

Both of you gentlemen have talked about the importance of elimi
nating imperfections. T think tha t was your expression, Ambassador 
Wiggins, and your emphasis was on improving procedures. Wh at 
specifically might we do to prevent a fur the r deterioration in the
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usefulne ss of  the  U.N . as an ins tru me nt to he lp preserve peace  or 
safegu ard again st aggress ion,  or  to prote ct ou r own inte res ts?

Is n’t th at  wha t we are  rea lly  ta lk in g abo ut?  Mr.  Fascell  has men
tioned the  f ac t th at the re are so many countrie s in the  U ni ted Na tions 
now th at  they  can  gang  up  on us pr et ty  much any  time  the y want. 
Well, the y can ’t m ake  us make contr ibuti on s if  we don ’t wa nt to. We 
can  be del inq uent.  Pe rh ap s we are  de lin quen t alread y because Con
gress has been  sti ng y in ma kin g ap prop ria tio ns  th is year . I  do th ink 
the re is a real  questio n with  respect to the admission of addit ion al 
mem ber na tio ns  whi ch are  too small to su pp or t their resp ons ibil ities.

Th e Am bassa dor suggested th at  pe rhap s som ething mi gh t be done  
in th is are a. Is  there any way  in which  you gent lemen th ink we c ould 
slow down the  numb er of  s tate s th at  ap ply?  Or is the record  alr eady  
so h ad th at  the re is no way  to draw  the  line , giv ing  some kin d of as 
socia te m embership to countries com par abl e to the  M aidive Isl an ds  or 
oth ers  we might mentio n ?

Mr. B all. Th e degree of expans ion  of  the  General  Assembly has 
passed beyond th e po in t where it  pro bably  makes much  difference , 
but  I  would  lik e t o see a lin e d raw n someplace  short  o f to tal  absurdi ty.

Th is is a difficul t prob lem to do an ything  about, as Am bas sador 
Wigg ins  will tell  you. because no na tion wants  to  be again st admission 
of  a no the r coun try  since  t hat  new mem ber may  be anoth er vote  on its 
side. So in my experience , the  Sov iet Un ion  would neve r supp or t the  
idea of qual ified mem bers hip  no r wou ld you find most  of the othe r 
ma jor  powers in favo r of  a qual ified  mem bers hip  th at  wou ld relieve 
nat ion s fro m ha ving  to support  ful l-ti me  rep resentativ es or  th at  
would enab le a rep res en tat ive  of  one country  to act for a numb er of 
differen t na tio ns  in orde r to reduce expenses.

The General  Assembly is a huge  body  and  the di sp ar ity  betw een 
resources and  num ber i s gro tesque.

Mr. F rel ing hutse n. Are you  equally  pess imis tic abo ut a fu rthe r 
slow ing down of  appli cat ion s or  prev en tin g addit ion al mini-na tions 
from  becom ing fu ll  m embe rs?

Mr. W iggins. I  am pr et ty  doub tfu l th at  anything  could be done, 
but I  th in k it  is unrea son able to projec t the  admissio n of  more  and  
more so-ca lled mini- sta tes . As Secre tar y Ba ll has  pointed out,  the  
dispar ity  between the rea liti es of  p oli tical pow er and  the  one v ote  f or  
each sovereign stat e somet imes is reall y up se tting  in terms  of  the  
unrea lity—th e au ra  of un real ity  th at  it  gives  to  the proceedings of 
the General  Assem bly.

I  would like to  say  one th in g and I  am not so sure Mr. Ball  would 
agree  to it, bu t h e r efer red to it  in  h is c onstruct ive  sta tem ent , and  t hat  
is the re is no bad th in g to hav e many of  these  smalle r sta tes  have a 
college  education in dip lomacy at  th e U .N. ins tead of ha ving  the m ex
cluded from the Assem bly. Some good der ives from a collis ion of  ar
gum ent from the  in itimate  rel ations th at  aris e amo ng the  dip lom ats  
at the  U ni ted Na tio ns  General Assembly .

It  is not  witho ut some redeem ing  aspects. Since  the  pow ers of  the 
General Assembly are  recommenda tory and  not compulsory  and en- 
dors ible upon all the  members, T am no t sure  th at  on bala nce  the 
pro lifera tio n of  m embers hips h as  been alt og eth er  bad .

Were you to rega rd  i t as the equ iva len t of the  House of  r ep re se nta 
tives, you wou ld have produc ed an almost unmanag eab le assembly ,
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but it has to be remembered that the Assembly is a convocation of 
sovereign states and not an assembly of freewheeling and independent 
representatives of states. The problem of the mini-sta te is an an
noyance and a nuisance, but I think i t is not  one of the problems fata l 
to the futu re of the  United Nations.

Mr. B all. I would agree with w’hat Ambassador Wiggins  has said. 
The General Assembly is a finishing school for  futu re foreign min
isters ; to this extent  it serves a useful purpose. I t gives the representa
tives of these small countries an experience in parliamentary diplom
acy that is helpful.

Mr. F relingiiuysen. The more difficult problem is the Security 
Council. Mr. Yost said, I believe, that  more care could be used in the 
selection of Security Council members. Ambassador Wiggins , you 
have been very forthrig ht in saying tha t the so-called major powers 
with permanent  seats are no longer major while major  powers in 
practice are not even recognized as permanent members. Is there any 
way of controlling that  si tuation ? How can real power be recognized 
insofar  as power is exercised anywhere ?

We can argue tha t the Security Council has been moving in the 
wrong direction. Tha t is what Ambassador Yost was implying by 
saying tha t perhaps we had not looked careful ly enough at the cre
dentials of those who serve as members of the Security  Council and 
tha t more care should be applied  in the futu re in the selection of 
members.

Are you a t all optimistic that  anyth ing can be done to correct the 
trend that  is developing in that area  ?

Mr. W iggins. In  1963, the United Nations succeeded in increasing 
the numbers in the Security Council from 11 to 15. Tha t was an al
teration tha t was brought with the consent of all of the permanent 
members. I think tha t any alteration  of the constitu tion of the Se
curity  Council contemplated has to be undertaken with the acknowl
edgement that it  has to have the consent of the permanent members.

There is one thing about the selection of the nonpermanent mem
bers which I think has been operative in a way not to improve the 
quality of the Security Council—I don’t know whether you agree 
with me or not—and th at is the tendency not to rename a representa
tive of a state. Some very useful members of the Security  Council 
have been precluded from reelection by convention and custom in the 
U.N. not to reelect the sectional choices of the various powers.

I think that,  on the whole, that  has operated badly as far  as the 
quality  of the Council.

Mr. Frelingiiuysen. You are not suggesting that anything  could 
be done about reversing that practice?

Mr. Wiggins. Yes; there is nothing in the charter  to prevent you 
from changing tha t.

Mr. F relingiiuysen. Isn ’t there the pressure of  countries tha t have 
not served that  want thei r chance at rotation? In  other  words, per 
haps the major powers, so-called, are not really able to call the shots. 
They still have the power of  the purse strings, but even in this  area 
there are very real pressures. As fa r as the Security Council is con
cerned, I  don’t suppose it was pressure from the permanent members 
tha t resulted in the increase in the size of the Security  Council. In-
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deed , you migh t well arg ue  t ha t it was ag ains t the best int ere sts  of  the 
permanent members to ha ve  such  an incre ase. You  certa inl y might 
arg ue  again st a fu rther  increase , but  the  pre ssu res  are  very  real, I 
would a ssume, in  both  of  these cases.

Mr. Ball. I wou ld go a li ttl e fu rthe r than  Am bas sad or Wigg ins 
goes. I  th ink it was a g reat  mistake in 1963 when we e nla rge d the  size 
of  the  Se cu rity Council . I t  was a gr ea t mistake fo r a num ber  of 
reasons.

I t  made  the  or ig inal  purpo se of  the  Se curity Council more  difficult 
to ca rry  out. Th e concep tion , as I tri ed  to point, ou t in my sta tem ent 
of  t he Security  Cou nci l, was  t ha t the re wou ld be a grea t pow er agree 
ment to settl e local qu ar re ls an d to preven t them from grow ing  into 
big ones.

Once we cha nged the  ra tio of  the  pe rm anent to the  nonperm ane nt 
mem bers  from five to six, which it was or igi na lly , to five to 10 which 
it is t oday, we di lu ted  the ab ili ty  of  the  gr ea t pow ers  to do an ything  
effective.

Beyond that , we ten ded to inject  the  bloc politi cs of the General 
Assembly  into  the  Se cu rity Council . Th is is wh at  Am bas sad or W ig 
gin s is ta lk ing abo ut. Th e reason you hav e th is  selection system is 
th at  you have bloc po liti cs th at  work.

Mr. F reling iiuy sen . Maybe  it is a good  th in g fo r wor ld orde r 
and prese rva tion of  peac e th at  you tru ss  up the  big  powers so they 
are  incapable of discha rg ing th ei r responsibil itie s as an ind ivi dual 
sta te. On the othe r hand , it may not he an impro vem ent  to subs titute  
fo r th at  kin d of pow er, th e bloc politics of a numb er of smal l coun
tri es  gan gin g up on  the b ig  powers.

So perha ps  the  tre nd  should be reg istere d of  num bers influencing  
the resu lt, because, in the Assemb ly at least, resolu tions are  an exercise  
in fu til ity  unless the  big  pow ers  go along. Th is may create  fri cti ons 
and unwil ling ness to wo rk w ith  the  U ni ted Na tio ns  on th e par t of  the 
big  powers, whereas , as a prac tic al  mat te r, it is im po rta nt  t hat  we use 
the  U.N. as a major  inst ru men t of in ternat iona l coopera tion .

Mr. Ball. I th ink it would  be fa r be tte r if  one ha d the  pow er to 
sh rin k ra th er  th an  incr ease the power of  the  Se cu rity Council . Th ere  
are  many situa tio ns  th a t develop  arou nd  the world  where there  is 
a local conflic t in  which  two  sma ll sta tes  ge t into trouble wi th one 
anoth er.

They ge t so dee ply  inv olv ed fo r ei ther  emotio nal  or  racia l reasons 
th at they are t ot al ly  incapab le o f re solving  the  problems.

Und er  the conc ert of  E ur op e the gr ea t pow ers  w ould h ave  moved  in  
an d cracked hea ds toge ther.  T hat  is wha t the Se cu rity Council was 
int ended to be. By  di lu ting  of  t he  power of  the pe rm an en t members,  
it m akes  it m uch m ore di fficu lt to  do t ha t, even in those s itu ations w here 
the two sup erpowers  m ight  be pr ep ar ed  to  move  alo ng more or  less 
pa ra lle l courses.

Mr. F rel ingiiuysen . Se cretary Ba ll,  you mentioned in yo ur  pr e
pa red sta tem ent th at  th er e should be are as  where  superpo we r ag ree 
me nt can  be reache d in or de r t o pe rm it effec tive U .N. action. I re fe r to  
th e sta tem ent on  p age  4. H ow  do y ou feel  a bout the u sefulness  an d the  
effectiveness  of t he  U.N . a ction  in  the socia l a nd  economic field ? I s t his  
an  are a th at  has been prod uc tiv e an d sho uld  be ut ilized to a gr ea te r 
deg ree  ?
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How abou t the use fuln ess  of th e U.N . in the field of envir onme nta l po llu tio n a nd  so on ?
Mr . Ball. I  t hi nk  i t could be u seful.  O ne of  the  p rob lem s in ta lk in g 

abou t the U.N . is th at  we ten d to ta lk  abou t the  whole gr ea t con
glo me rat ion  as th ou gh  it  were  a sin gle  thi ng . T he re  are u seful economic 
activ ities  th at  ar e car rie d o ut on  by the U .N. an d there are  use ful  social 
ac tiv itie s—e nv iro nm ent is a  case in  p oint—wh ere  the U.N.  can  do some 
he lpfu l th ing s. I t  does no t n ecessar ily req uir e a U.N . to do that .

You  could  set  up  ad hoc bodies a rou nd  th e wo rld  that  could ca rry  on « those tas ks  on a mul til ateral  basis . I t  has  been conven ient to br ing
the m un de r the  um bre lla  of  the U.N. bu t we sho uld  be quite  clear 
wh eth er we are  ta lk in g spec ifica lly about the peacekeep ing  act ivi ties 
of  th e U.N . w hich are  po liti ca l an d where, if  M r. Gross were s till  here , 

W I  w ould po in t ou t th at  the  U .S.  contr ibuti on  is only  about $40 m illion
a year,  whi ch is wh at most peop le in the  wo rld  th in k abou t as the  
Un ite d Nations.

Th en  the re  a re all of  these  ancil lar y ac tiv itie s whi ch are  only  some
wha t accid ental ly asso ciated wi th the  U.N . itself .

Mr.  F rey lingiiu yse n. I  do n' t mean to impose on the  com mit tee’s 
time .

Mr.  G allagher. Mr. Roy bal .
Mr.  Roybal. T he  Un ite d State s seems to have fri en ds  an d enemies 

an d no th ing in between. Those who are  ag ain st the Uni ted Na tions 
wa nt  it  abo lish ed com pletely and the fri en ds  look  at  the Un ite d 
Na tio ns  as the only hope fo r peace in the  world . I am glad  it was 
po int ed  ou t th at th ei r only fun ction  is not peacekeep ing, th at there  
are m any  o ther  economic and  social fun ctions they also pe rfo rm .

However , the one th in g th at  people seem to be in ter es ted  in is the 
U.N .’s success or  fa ilu re  with  re ga rd  to keep ing  the  peace. This, I th ink,  
is where the rea l con troversy arise s. People have not  been inf orm ed 
o f  the  o th er  fu nc tio ns  o f the  U ni ted Nat ions. I th in k to a gr ea t ex ten t 
the Uni ted Na tio ns  is pr im ar ily  to blam e, not  only because of the  
pr op ag an da  it  sends , bu t also because of  the dif fer ent org aniza tio ns  
th at  are  g oing  out in the  co mm unity  to sell the Uni ted Na tions.  But  I 
stil l feel,  th a t the one th in g th at will  keep  the  Un ite d Na tio ns  in 
the lim eli gh t and make its  fun ctions im po rta nt  is wh ate ver it  can  do • wi th  re ga rd  to peacek eep ing.

Some argu e th at  in orde r to hav e peace,  you  mu st have more  
cou ntr ies  in th e Uni ted Nat ions. How, they  say, can one ge t to  know 
one an othe r if  we nev er meet , and the y arg ue  th at  it  sho uld  become 
la rg er  and lar ge r. I  th in k your  posit ion  is th at  it  sho uld  no t become 
la rg e r.

Mr . Ball. I  don’t envisag e the Uni ted Na tio ns  as a lonely  hear ts society .
Mr. Roybal. You an tic ipated  my question. Th erefo re,  I  will go 

ahead  an d ask a no ther  quest ion.
W ha t are  th e dangers  c on fro nt ing t he  U ni ted Na tio ns  i f many m ore 

mi ni-nati on s come in to  it?  W ha t are  the specific dangers  an d why 
the  opposit ion  to i t ?

Mr.  Ball. I  will  say a wo rd and then  A mb ass ador W iggins  can say 
a word .

I don’t th in k the da ng ers  are  treme ndous because the y affec t only  
the  Gen era l Assembly an d have no effect on the Se cu rity Council.
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They do, however, increase the disparity  between real and symbolic 
political power—I don’t think  that is an enormously serious matter.

The General Assembly does educate people in parliamentary dip
lomacy. So long as it is not too much of an expensive burden on tiny  
countries—if they have to keep a fellow here all the time, it costs 
them an awful lot of money.

Mr. Wiggins. This is a problem with the mini-states. What you 
touched on lastly is not the problem in terms of a t iny country that  
is no larger than  a city-state with the burdens of membership and 
the duty of paying  an assessment which is set at a certain  minimum »
for a ll states of any size, which is presently about $60,000 a year now.

This is not a small burden for them, and i t is questionable whether 
it is a burden, whether their  political situation in the world justifies.

In terms of the  General Assembly, the psychological matter of the V
disparity  between the political realities  in the world and the fact 
tha t states  representing  only a handful  of people have shared an equal 
vote with  the  greatest nations in the world in the Assembly is a prob
lem of some kind in terms of the world’s acceptance of the pronounce
ments and the philosophical statements by the General Assembly.

Financially, the criticism is frequently made that the United States 
pays as much as the next 24 members toward the support of the United 
Nations, a disproport ionate share of the total costs of the United 
Nations. And as the small members increase in number, tha t dispro
portiona te contribution becomes even more glaring  and apparent.

The unwieldiness of the body is another aspect of the matter, but I 
think  what the administra tion has been worrying about is not so much 
the present, but the prospect tha t there is no limit whatever on the 
proliferation of states that might hereafter occur.

It is conceivable tha t you could double the General Assembly under 
the existing  situation except for the fact that the Security Council and 
the General Assembly do have a check on admission of members with
out any elaboration on the charte r or any alteration of the  rules.

Mr. Roybal. One argument is tha t it would be so cumbersome, noth
ing would be accomplished.

Mr. W iggins. A check now exists.
Mr. Bail. It is the same problem you have, Mr. Congressman, 

whether you are going to give the  franchise to young people under 21. wMr. R oybal. These are questions people ask of me and I am seeking 
information that  I can use in the district. People in my d istric t con
tend that if more nations come into the United Nations, that  tha t 
would mean more money to spend—that is, if these countries are not xin ar rears and pay their bills. I f  this were to be the fact, more money 
would be used for economic and social development, pa rticu larly  since 
three-fourths of the budget of the U nited Nations and staff is used for 
this purpose.

So it is argued tha t spending three-fourths of the budget for eco
nomic and social development helps develop friendship throughout the 
world.

Mr. B all. I t is a question of whether the money a state spends is a 
good use of its resources.

Mr. Gall agher. Congressman Mailliard?
Mr. Mailliard. Both of you have also raised the question on the 

same subject—whether i t is proper use of intellectual resources. Some
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of these countries have so few leaders. I can remember in 1963 s itting 
next to a brandnew member from a small non-state in Africa where, 
if I recall, he told me th at he was one of four college graduates in his 
country.

I would think  that even more than  the money which they could ill 
afford, they could probably afford even less to have him sittin g in 
New York most of the year.

Mr. Ball. I  wholly agree with that.  Tha t is a very valid point. I 
am always concerned about questions of tha t kind, because last night 
someone told me the story of P eter the Great  in Europe—when he was 
in London, sitting next to the Lord  Chancellor, who was discussing 
the problems of the bar in Eng land  and Peter the Grea t was asking 
him questions.

Peter the Great concluded the conversation by saying, “You know, 
in Russia we only have two lawyers and when I get home, I  am going 
to hang one of them.”

Mr. Mailliard. Do you see any practical means of turning this 
back? Hav ing admit ted the Maidive Islands and a few others, I 
don't, see how you are going to muster the votes to deny member
ship to any state tha t becomes, in fact, sovereign.

Mr. W iggins. There is a question of whether the char ter permits 
expulsion.

Mr. Ball. Various schemes have been drawn up to establish dif 
ferent degrees or levels of membership where one would reclassify 
the members with certain right s and obligations.

Mr. Mailliard. Can that be done without a charter change ?
Mr. Ball. I don’t believe so.
Mr. Wiggins. There are some representa tives without full mem

bership. There is already in existence some kind of quasifull member
ship.

Mr. Ball. I  don’t thin k the charter  itself defines requirements for 
membership and I don’t think you could say to a state you are  a class 
C member

Mr. F relingliuysen. Perha ps the more important question is the 
question of membership on the Securi ty Council. I sn’t it open to ques
tion whether Burundi and Syria really should qualify  under  normal 
circumstances for membership on the Security  Council? As I recall, 
membership means tha t a country should be able to make a substantial 
contribut ion toward the purposes for which the organization was 
founded.

Well, could Syria  really qual ify and how about Burundi? The 
decision is done on a bloc basis as I understand it, and on no other 
rest. Tsn’t this really a more serious question than  whether or not the 
Maidive Islands should receive full status?

Mr. Ball. I would agree it was.
Mr. Mailliard. As a matter o f fact, fo r the members of the Security 

Council, we have had some r ath er remarkable individuals from some 
small countries who made substantial contributions. I was there 
in 1963 and I thought increasing the size was a step we should avoid 
if we possibly could.

Apparent ly the decision was we couldn’t avoid it, so th at was that. 
I would like to ask one final question. The hour is getting late here. 
This is a question we are going to be wrestling with and I ask it of 
you particularly , Mr. Ball, because of the position tha t you occupied 

41-9 72— 70 ------4



46

in the past and also yon are not inhibited  by allegiance to the present
administration .

In this whole aid question—and Ambassador Yost was very specific 
in his presentation that he was disappointed in the direction in which 
we are going in economic development funds, and we are g ettin g into 
a period where I suspect some ra ther hard  decisions are going to be 
made as to the multila teral route, the bilateral route or a combination 
of both. If  multil ateral , should it be through  regional organizations 
or should it go through the U.N. ?

I have great respect for you and I would really like for my own »
information to know what your views are. You are in a slightly more 
detached position than you might have been a few years ago.

Mr. Ball. I  was never able to look at the problem, Mr. Mailiia rd, 
in a totally  objective way because the practical problem was t hat  the *
House Foreign  Affairs Committee had very well-defined views that  
were diametr ically opposed to  the views of the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee.

Mr. Mailltard. Things have not changed. I am beginning to sense 
now th at the House views may be coming a little closer to the Senate’s 
and I just wonder what your views would be. I have always thought  
multilateralism is great, but since we may go wholly in tha t direction,
I am getting  a little nervous.

Mr. Ball. As far  as aid through multila teral institutions  is con
cerned, it does have the advantage, in case of a well-run multilateral 
institut ion such as the World Bank tha t the international institution 
is able to insist upon measures being taken by nation-state to whom 
aid is made available without incur ring all of the political disadvan
tages and political problem tha t would result if, say, the United 
States as a government were to t ry to insist on it. This is the big a d
vantage of multi latera l aid. It works better through the Bretton 
Woods institu tions than through the United Nations. The Bretton 
Woods institu tions assure a more controlled and, therefore , more e f
ficient and less politicized approach toward the problem.

When a program is involved in the framework of the United Nations 
and 100-some nations are involved, bloc politics and all of the other 
politics th at prevail in the United  Nations tend to have a la rger  role.

At the same time, what has been done—particular ly by Paul  Iloff- '
man’s organization—has been very helpful, but this has been, as 
Ambassador Yost or Ambassador Wiggins  pointed out, not so much 
through the transfer  of capital resources as by the provision of tech
nical assistance particularly the preaid  surveys which are made, 
resource surveys which have been helpful and useful.

I would not put everything  in the United Nations. I would not put 
everything in the World Bank or the Bretton Woods institut ions, 
nor would I  do everything through direct bilateral programs. There 
are advantages in direct  bilateral programs, and I think we would be 
less than candid if we did not admit they have a political as well as 
an economic function. There are real advantages in the United States 
being able to say from time to time tha t we are going to provide aid 
because of a standard of political conduct that  a par ticu lar country 
has exhibited. Tha t would be tacit ly understood.

I would certainly agree with Ambassador Yost tha t the  level of aid 
we are providing is far  too low.
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Mr. Mailliard. May I ask one more question to explore the record 
and to get your reaction.

A few years ago a former chairman of our subcommittee on inter- 
American affairs, Mr. Fascell’s predecessor in tha t capacity made a 
trip to several South American countries, and finally by the end of 
a couple of weeks we would come across a project and we would say, 
without even asking anybody, “Aha, this one is financed with the 
social progress trus t funds of the Inter-American Development 
Bank,” because if the management looked extremely bad, you could 
be sure. So here was a case where, since they were using our funds 
from a soft-loan window, they did not apply the standards you are 
talking about as applied by the Bretton Woods Institutions. I think 
maybe the regional institutions do well with the bank's own funds 
but when we used it as a funnel, there was sometimes very sloppy 
admin istration. That  is a grea t temptation.

Mr. Ball. I would agree th is problem does exist.
Mr. Gallagher. On beha lf of the committee, we want to thank you 

gentlemen for giving us the benefit of your experience and wisdom. 
We than k you for being with us today, and for the great contributions 
you have made both to the United Nations and to the United States 
in allowing us to get to a 25th anniversary. Thank you very much.

The subcommittee stands  adjourned un til 2:30 tomorrow afternoon 
when we will hear from Ambassador Lodge and Ambassador 
Wadsworth.

(The subcommittee recessed at 5:05 p.m., to reconvene at 2:30, 
Thursday, February 19, 1970.)
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The subcommittee met at 3:10 p.m., purs uant  to call, in room 2200, 

Rayburn  House Office Building, Hon. Cornelius E.  Gallagher (cha ir
man) presiding.

Mr. G al la gh er . The subcommittee will come to order.
We meet this af ternoon in continuance of our hearings marking the 

observance of the 25th anniversary of the United Nations.
Yesterday, at our opening session, the committee was privileged 

to hear testimony from three distinguished Americans who have rep
resented our country at the United Nations—Ambassador Charles W. 
Yost, who is presently serving as the permanent U.S. representat ive 
in the United Nations, and Ambassadors George Ball and James Rus
sell Wiggins , who occupied that position in the past.

As we continue in our initial  task of viewing the accomplishment 
and the failures of the United  S tates in the  perspective of the past 25 
years, we are pleased indeed to welcome here two outstanding  public 
servants who, among th eir many duties, have represented our country 
in the United Nations.

On behalf of the committee, T welcome Ambassador Henry Cabot 
Lodge, who recently returned from Paris , where he headed the U.S.

* team engaged in the Vietnam peace ta lks; and
Ambassador James J . Wadswor th, who took the time from bis busv 

schedule as U.S. representat ive on the Inte lsat  Conference to be with 
us today.

* Gentlemen, we have your excellent sta tements before us. You may 
proceed in any wav you wish.

It  is a great pleasure to have vou with us, today.
(Biographical sketches of the witnesses follow:)

Henry  Cabot Lott ye, who unt il recently headed  the  U.S. Delegation to the  
Pa ris  peace talks, has had a long a nd distinguished career of government service 
and served as United Sta te Represen tative to the  United Nations from 1953 to 1960.

A n ativ e of Massachusetts , Ambassador Lodge received degrees from Ha rva rd 
and the  Northe aste rn Unive rsity . He was elected to the U.S. Sena te in 1936 and 
reelected in 1942 but  resigned to join  the U.S. Army: elected again  in 1946, he 
served  in the U.S. Sena te unti l 1953. Dur ing the next eight  years, he rep re
sented the  United States in the United Nations . Tn 1960, he was the  Repub lican 
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nominee for  Vice Pres iden t. Subsequently,  he served as U.S. Ambassador to South Vietnam (1963-64 and 1965-67) and  as the head of the U.S. Delegation to the  Pa ris  peace talk s from Janu ary 5, 1969 to November 20, 1969.

Jam es J. Wadswor th, member of the  U.S. Delegation to the  INTEL SAT Conference, served as Perman ent U.S. Representative to the  United Nations from 1960 to 1961.
Ambassador Wadsworth, a nat ive  of New York, is a gra dua te of Yale and Alfred Universitie s. He served as a member of the New York Sta te Leg islature (1931-41) and in several government posts. In 1953, he became deputy U.S. Representative to the United Nat ions  and  remained in that  position until  1960 when he became perm anen t U.S. Representat ive.  He subse quently served as a member of the  Federal Communicat ions Commission (1965-69).
Ambassador  Wadsworth has  been an officer of Freedom House; the Peace Research In sti tu te ; the People to People progra m;  U.S. Commission of the Dag Ilam inar skjo ld Fo unda tio n; U.S. Committee for  the  United Na tio ns ; and other organ izatio ns. He is the autho r of The Price of Peace and  The  Glass House.
Mr. Gallagher. Ambassador Lodge.

STATEM ENT 0E  AMBASSADOR HE NR Y CABOT LODGE

Ambassador Lodge. T hank  you.
Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for invit ing me. It  is indeed 

a privilege to appear before a committee of Members of Congress 
who under our Constitution are the long-range policymakers for the Nation.

I do not know how much I can contribute to your consideration of 
this important question. I  have been out of touch with United  Nations 
affairs since 1960. It is true tha t I served for almost 8 years before 
that , and it has been suggested to me tha t there may be some usefulness in that.

Perhaps it would be fai r to say tha t at the time that I was at the 
United  Nations it was what diplomats  call a “power fact.” It was 
something to be reckoned with—something which nations could use 
positively and innovatively—if  one could get a two-thi rds vote.

A good example was the action which the United Nations took 
afte r the 1956 Suez crisis when it first created the United Nations 
Force and then obtained a two-thirds  vote to station this Force in the 
Gaza strip and at the entrance of Aqaba where it stayed for about 
11 years. I am told today by gentlemen who are now on duty at the 
United Nations tha t such a two-thirds vote would be almost im
possible to obtain today.

Here are some other actions which were taken during the years that 
I was there.

The United Nations sent 20,000 United  Nations troops from 21 
countries to the Congo a t the time of the Belgian withdrawal. This 
had the effect of preven ting the Congo from becoming a bone of con
tention between the great powers and thus prevented a Communist 
takeover of that enormous country.

Tn 1958, the United Nations, by rejecting Soviet attempts  to con
demn us, in effect val idated the action which we had taken by inte r
vening in Lebanon in 1958 and which, I do not doubt, had the effect 
of preventing  the subversion of tha t small country at that time.

When in the spring of 1960, a U-2  plane was shot down over the 
Soviet Union, one of our planes, we were able to bring  about the 
defeat of the Soviet motion to condemn us. We did so bv showing the 
espionage activities which the Soviet Union had conducted against



us—including even the office of the American Ambassador in Mos
cow—and asked what kind of logic i t was which made it all r igh t for 
them to spy on us although wrong for us to attempt to obtain  informa
tion with  which to protect  ourselves.

Tha t same year, the United Nations played a very active role in 
mobilizing world opinion to help to b ring about the liberation of our 
Air  Force officers—Captain Olmstead and Captain McKone of the 
KB—47 plane—who had been shot down over the White Sea by Soviet 
airplanes and were imprisoned in Moscow.

It was during  this period that the Trusteeship Council ushered a 
large number of erstwhile colonies into the world of sovereign nation 
states—a development of historic significance in which the United 
States  was ably represented by Mason Sears.

A facto r of special importance during my service at the United 
Nations was the subtle yet penet rating intellect of the Secretary Gen
eral, the late Dag Hammarskjo ld, who saw chances for the United 
Nations to use its  influences and had the courage to use them.

I do no doubt that  the United Nations is still useful today even 
though circumstances are different. When the attitudes and inter 
ests of the great powers coincide on the  value of damping down dis
putes between nations, the Security Council and a cooperative Secre- 
ary General, working together, can help stabilize local conflicts and 
keep the lid on while peaceful processes are given a chance. This has 
been true  in varying ways and degrees in Cyprus and Kashmir.

The Middle East, on the other hand, shows how difficult it is to en
gage the United  Nations profitably in coping with deep-seated con
flicts, when the grea t powers see their interests differently.

In fhe past decade, the utili ty of the United Nations as a place for 
quiet diplomatic exchanges has grown. It continues to function as a 
grea t training school for diplomatis ts who come to it from all over 
the world. They learn something about us and we, I am sure, learn 
something about them.

But, of course, water cannot rise about i ts source and miracles are 
not to be. expected. It  is rathe r like an ai rp or t: it is not the fault  of 
the. airp ort and staff if planes don’t choose to land.

Looking ahead, I see new usefulness for  the United Nations in fields 
of activity which by thei r very nature  are—and must always be— 
internationa l, and President Nixon referred to that  in his message to 
Congress yesterday. I mention as examples the seabed and outer space. 
Pollut ion of air,  land, and sea do not respect inte rnational borders, as 
we read every day in the papers. It  should therefore provide oppor
tunities fo r useful work by the Uni ted Nations.

The specialized agencies of the United Nations do much good work 
in such widely varying fields as, for  example, health and aviation. The 
United Nations development program, which carries  on a program 
of technical assistance and prein vestment surveys, is an excellent un
dertaking worthy of more credit than it receives. Under this program, 
we Americans get much more for our money, I believe, than  we would 
on a bilateral  basis—for one reason, because the United Nations can 
hire well-qualified foreign personnel who cost, at the most, half  of 
what corresponding American personnel would cost.

It  is also advantageous to us because, obviously, many more coun
tries parti cipa te than is the case with aid which we give out alone.
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There is also the advantage that  the United Nations can prod and 
push small governments—prodding  which it would be very difficult 
for them to accept from us, but which they do accept when it comes 
from the United Nations.

Yet, in spite of all these advantages, our interests are completely 
protected and the United Nations Development Program can never be 
used against us. I  also believe tha t our part icipation in this program 
gets us praise for suppor ting an altruis tic activity.

The leader in this constructive undertaking is a truly great Ameri
can, Paul Hoffman, who has added this United Nations  program to his 
great achievements as the Administra tor of the Marshall Plan just 
afte r World War TI ended, a plan which undoubtedly saved Western 
Europe from communism.

Mr. Chairman, a number of uncomplimentary things have been said 
about the United Nations and, of course, when the United Nations 
brings pressure to bear on a nation and the pressure is effective, then 
that part icula r nation doesn't like it and the United  Nations makes 
enemies. And when the United Nations does nothing, on the other hand, 
it often appears ridiculous. One very distinguished American said it 
was a do-it-yourself kit with several pieces missing. But does not that  
phrace describe the present state of international relations?

Of course, the United Nations is not an end in itself, but a means to 
an end. Also, i t cannot be our sole reliance for building a peaceful 
world. I t is, to be sure, the only place in which the free world meets 
both the Communist and the so-called nonalined worlds in a regular 
and institutionalized way.

Frankness  compels me to say it is not a factor for unifying the  free 
world. Indeed, the  United Nations is a place where our adversaries try 
constantly to divide us and we must be ever on the alert to ward this 
off.

I believe, there fore, that a st rong case can be made fo r greater co
hesion within the free world. Having said all this, I submit tha t the 
world would be less stable than it is wi thout the United  Nations.

The underly ing tr uth is that the  world is dangerous, disorderly, and 
complicated. The United Nations reflects t ha t fact and can be an in
fluence for a world which is at least somewhat safer and somewhat 
more orderly. We should, I believe, stay in it and try  to make it 
stronger.

Mr. Chairman, that  concludes my statement. I will be glad to try 
to answer questions.

Mr. Gallagher. Thank you, Ambassador Lodge.
If  it would be all righ t with you, we would like Ambassador Wads

worth to proceed and perhaps  questions can then be directed to both 
of you.

Ambassador Lodge. Yes.
Mr. Gallagher. Please proceed, Ambassador Wadsworth.

STATEM ENT OF AMBASSADOR JAME S J. WADSW ORTH

Ambassador Wadsworth. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I, too, appreciate the opportunity of discussing with you a situa

tion tha t has been unfolding in the United Nations over the years and 
today and the impact of that  s ituation  on the interests of the United 
States.
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] am also del ighted to have this reunion with my friend and col
league, Ambassador Lodge—they have been few and far  between 
since we parted  company temporarily in 1960, and I am very much 
honored to sit here with him—who 'has served his country with so 
much distinction in so many fields.

It  is now jus t 1 month, tomorrow, over 9 years since I  left my post 
at the United  Nations and turned  it over to the late Ambassador 
Stevenson.

Many changes have taken place in the internationa l scene and I
• have not been in a position to become thoroughly acquainted with all 

of them. I would like, however, to give you my personal opinion as to 
what has been happening in the Uni ted Nations and what it  means to 
us as the most important member of that  body.

*  This year will mark the 25th anniversary of the Organization. I 
dare say that  there were very few people looking on at its birth  in 
1945 who felt confident about its survival for as long as 25 years. To 
me, it is an exceptional example of the success which men of good 
faith  can achieve if they apply themselves diligently and devotedly to 
building the best possible structu re under existing and foreseeable 
circumstances.

I salute the founding fathe rs of the United Nations, and in p arti cu
lar the representatives of the United States  wdio participated in the 
dra ftin g of the Char ter, as being men of far  greater vision than  they 
were given credit for at that  time. They did the best they could with 
what they had.

This  is not to say tha t the United Nations has been an unqualified 
success. I have never heard anyone fami liar with the Organizat ion 
claim that. But the fact remains tha t at the 25-year mark everybody 
still wants to get in and virtually nobody wants to get out. In  my 
estimation, there could be no clearer evidence of support than that.

People all over the world and particularly in the United States are 
prone to criticize the United  Nations for its lack of success in keeping 
the peace, much less in constructing a perfect world. This is partly 
due to an overestimation of its capabilities at the beginning and to 
continued misunderstanding of what it can do rath er than what we 
would want it to do.

From time to time, I could have been characterized as one of its 
severest critics, but I  have never lost my belief that it is the best in stru 
ment so f ar devised, and tha t we must not contribute in any way to 
its downfall.

«*. The United Nations is still struggling with indifferent success over
issues that were in the forefron t of our concern 25 years ago. This dops 
not mean complete failure,  but it does underline the lack of complete 
success. In spite of the fact, however, that the United Nations has not 
found the answer to the abrasive questions, my worrv is not so much 
what  it has failed to do, but  how it will face its difficulties in the 
future.

As Ambassador Lodge just said, when lie and I took office in 1953. 
there were but 60 members of the United Nations. Today, there are 
126. And a grea t many of the new members, as well as some of the 
old, unfor tunately fall in tha t classification described as “micro- 
states.” These are the smaller states which have grown up and achieved 
some measure of independence, but who under any sensible yardst ick



of economics are scarcely viable entities, and are not yet fully capable of discharging the duties and obligations of members in the inte rnational family of nations.
The Charter of the United Nations asks only tha t applicants for membership be “peace loving” and “willing  and able” to discharge the obligations of membership in the  organization. And perhaps article 4, which contains this language (and no more) in setting up qualifications for membership, may turn  out to be the Achilles heel of the structure.Over the years, whether deliberate ly or not, the members of the 1 nited Nations have barred no applicants for the simple reason that they were not peace loving. The matter is almost never raised, and indeed is dillicut to define or to determine. The United S tates has used this argument, among others, in persuad ing our colleagues not to vote for Communist China, but I know of no case where th is provision of the Char ter has been invoked alone, as the only reason fo r denying a seat.
Similarly , T have never heard  it charged, nor have I  read anv opposing views to the effect tha t a certain applicant is neither “willing” nor “able to discharge its obligations. Over the years, opposition has been and continues to be purely political—lack of support for cer tain states because of overriding political considerations.
Thus, the Soviet Union for many years consistently vetoed the application of many states in an effort to force a trade  with  the West for the admittance of Soviet-dominated states. And the West consistently opposed the admittance of such states to membership because they did not want so many votes to be added to the Soviet side of the hot questions of the day. East and West Germany, North and South Korea, and North and South A ietnam still remain outside the gate  for political reasons alone, as does Communist China.
Sta rtin g about 12 years ago, however, there appeared on the horizon an increasingly large number of states, some large , some small, some so tiny as to be almost invisible. Most of these states were emerging from one form or another of colonialism, and as such were the objects of a combination of  p ity, pride,  and generosity on the part of older, more established states. So, almost as soon as they knocked on the door, thev were admitted.  Few questions were asked about their  finances or their  prospects for  gross national product. Many of us realized that , one wav or  another, some of them would have to be carried. nursed along, if  you like. But all that  was drowned in the surge of sel f-determination.
So now we have a s ituation  where a verv real majority of the members of the United Nations must be classified as emerging, underdeveloped or nondeveloped. and this  could mean trouble. I sav “could” because T am convinced that  most o f these members are in essence so committed to the United Nations  tha t thev would look with horro r on its dissolution, and would not knowingly provide impetus in the wrong direction.
Yet the possibilities are  there, and it behooves all of the more developed states to pay strict attent ion to the business of keeping the Organization on a level keel, keeping its balance sheet in the black, to the extent they can, and helping  the  less fortunate to stand on their  own feet in economic viability.
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It  is inevitable that when a state is poor and its  people ill-fed and  ill- 
clothed, i t will cast about with increasing desperation to improve it 
self, even at  the cost of losing tha t fabled goose. It  may turn  to un
realistic  ideologies, fall among internationa l thieves, go through the 
tortu res of revolution and bankruptcy. And if you multiply this sad 
story by the number of microstates tha t might succumb during  hard 
times, you’ve got a badly mixed-up United Nations struggling in a 
badly mixed-up world.

This could only too easily lead to hasty  demands in resolutions call
ing upon the  United States  to do things we would consider contrary to 
our best interests, which in tu rn might lead to an epidemic of defiance 
of the U.N. by haves and have-nots alike.

That is not the  name of the game. Tha t is not what the U.N. is for, 
and it is not what the United Sta tes wants. Precise ly because the poten
tial is so frightening, I believe the Un ited States  should s trengthen  its 
support of the U.N. to almost any lengths to keep it alive and healthy. 
The al ternat ive is hard  to visualize and worse to contemplate.

If  we lost the U.N., we would have to pick ourselves up and sta rt 
all over again, very possibly against much more serious odds than 
were faced in 1945 in San Francisco. We have here a 25-vear-old 
youngster which in suite  of everything has  retained a certain level of 
vigor and courage. We cannot afford to le t i t dissolve. Leaving out all 
the disappointments of the peacemaking field, this international family 
has done itself proud in virtually all the other fields in which it 
operates, and at a cost ridiculously low compared to more well 
known bilatera l programs. Even in the political field, as Ambassador 
Lodge has pointed out, it has more hits than errors.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we know tha t 
the support  of the United  States is essential to the U.N. I believe tha t if 
the U.S. public will understand the problems involved as well as 
you do, you will get continued and increased support for a policy of 
sticking with the United Nations through all its weaknesses, all its 
troubles, all its agonies. It  will reward us as a nation to do so.

Than k you, sir.
Mr. Gallagher. Thank  vou very much, Ambassador Wadsworth .
Ambassador Lodge, at the beginning of your statement you ex

pressed the opinion tha t the United Nations was a “power fact ” 
during the 1950’s when we could obtain a two-tliirds vote in support 
of U.N. action and initiatives in critical situations.

You went on to say th at a two-thirds  vote today would be vir tually 
impossible.

Why is this  so ? Is it because of the new composition of the U nited 
Nations or is it because our attitudes toward some of the world prob
lems have changed since then ?

Ambassador Lodge. No: I don’t think it is because our attitudes 
have changed. I believe it is the composition. You have a grea t many 
more member states.

As Ambassador Wadsworth  said, you have microstates and they are 
natu rally concentrating on their own domestic problems and the prob
lems immediately around them so that when you have a grea t situation 
in which the great powers are divided, which is what you have had, 
it is not realistic to think you can get a two-thirds vote.
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On the Vietnam question, for example, the  North Vietnamese were 
opposed to takin g it up in the United Nations, and tha t meant the 
Soviet Union was opposed to taking it up in the United  Nations.
When you have th at situation you just know you are not going to get 
a two-thirds vote.

The same way with the Middle Eas t, as I said in my prepared 
statement. There is a division of view between the United States and 
the Soviet Union. It  is h ard  to get a two- thirds  vote in the U.S. Con
gress ; it is hard  to get a two-thirds vote at the U.N.

In  fact, I think it is going to get very hard  to get what is called •
a blocking thi rd—to block something we don’t want. I think we 
have to be realistic enough to recognize that  tha t may become diffi
cult.

Now, when Ambassador Wadsworth and I were there, you knew *
you could always get a “blocking th ird ” to protect the United States 
agains t some proposal tha t would be damaging to  us.

Mr. Gallagher. Would you care to comment on th at, Ambassador 
Wadsworth ?

Ambassador Wadsworth. No; I  would agree completely with that.
Mr. Gallagher. On the question of Vietnam, yesterdav we dis

cussed the fact tha t criticism has o fttimes been made tha t the United 
Nations failed to make a more meaningful contribut ion toward a 
peaceful solution in Vietnam.

Would you care to comment on that ?
Ambassador Lodge. Well, the United Nations lacked the will and 

it lacked the tools to take on the Vietnam question and it lacked the 
will because one of the parties  to tha t conflict—that is, the North 
Vietnamese—were opposed to bring ing it up in the United Nations,
■which meant that  the Soviet Union was opposed.

As I have just said, you can’t bring  up something where a two- 
third s vote is required if the Soviet Union is opposed any more than 
you can bring up something where a two-thirds vote is required where 
the United States is opposed, so it was quite out of the question for 
the United Nations to take on the Vietnam question.

Mr. Gallagher. There is a grea t deal of talk  tha t the Secretary 
General had made various suggestions th at if they had been followed, 
perhaps an earlier dialog of events could have ensued. *

Do you know’ of such ?
Ambassador Lodge. No; I don’t, because the Secretary General 

can’t go beyond the Security  Council and water  can’t rise above its 
source. *

To my knowledge, the Secretary General never received an instruc
tion or a policy guidance from the Security Council th at would have 
justified him in intervening in the Vietnam question.

The U.S. Government wanted to have the United Nations take an 
interest  in the Vietnam question. I think Ambassador Goldberg 
brought it up, if I  am not mistaken. I was in Saigon myself; I cannot 
answ’er on the details, but I think he did.

Mr. Gallagher. Yes, sir.
I would, in the interest of time, pass along but I must take this 

opportunity  to ask you as one who has participa ted in so many as
pects of Vietnam, what your prognosis is for Vietnam ?
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Ambassador Lodge. Well. I think we are unquestionably going to 
remove our forces from Vietnam. We have removed a good many al
ready and I think the process has been star ted and it is going to go 
ahead, without any doubt. I don’t think there is any possibility of 
its being reversed.

I believe tha t this can be done in an orderly way. I believe it can 
be done in such a way tha t, afte r we have left, the Vietnamese state 
can go on existing and will not be conquered and overwhelmed by ex
ternal forces. I think  t hat  can be done in such a way as to do tha t.

Mr. Gallagher. Thank you, Ambassador Lodge.
In your closing statement you indicated tha t the United Nations 

can be an influence for a world which is at least somewhat safer and 
more orderly,  and that the United States  should remain in tha t or
ganization and try  to make it stronger.

Do you have any thoughts or suggestions regarding  the ways in 
which the United Nations could be strengthened ?

Ambassador Lodge. I have not got a specific recommendation. I 
think it is a question of a ttitude . I think  that if all the member states 
take a world view instead of a local view the capacity of the United 
Nations to deal with world problems will increase.

I think a t the present time with all these microstates to which Am
bassador Wadsworth referred—and I  agree with him—there aren ’t as 
many states to take a world view proport ionate ly as there were a t the 
time that, I was there. Of course, that limits the effectiveness of the 
United Nations in deal ing with world problems. So it is a question of 
the thinking—not so much of the representatives in New York who 
afte r all are representing governments—but it is the think ing in the 
governments of those countries.

I think  it is quite na tural  that a country tha t has just emerged from 
colonialism and has just  become a member should be overwhelmed 
with the ir domestic problems and with problems caused by their neigh
bors. I believe, to the exten t they take a world view, the United Na
tions can evolve and deal with world problems.

Air. Gallagher. Thank you.
Air. F relinghuysen.
Mr. F relinghuysen. Thank you, Air. Chairman.
I should like to welcome both our distinguished witnesses to the 

subcommittees.
I  regre t that the activ ity on the floor dis tracts  us somewhat from 

very interesting  testimony.
Ambassador Lodge, I notice some young people in the audience. 

They are probably too young to remember your tenure at the United 
Nations, where you were certain ly a very effective voice of the United 
States  at  the  United Nations. Those of us who remember th at period 
remember it  very vividly and we appreciate this opportuni ty to hear 
from you.

Both you gentlemen seem to be unhappy with the effectiveness of 
the United  Nations today, primarily  because of the increase in num
bers, and you have talked about the power situation as having changed.

I wonder whether we need to be too discouraged. As a major power, 
we stil l have a decisive role insofar as p utt ing  up money for things 
we want or by refus ing to support something we don’t want. This 
makes a dead lette r out of the protests of the many have-not states.
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So, is the  size of the U.N. something tha t we really need to worry 
about? If  it is, is there anything tha t you would suggest tha t we 
should do? I don 't suppose either of you believe that  the number of 
members could be reduced, or that  we could even be slow in adding 
new members.

Do you thin k this is something tha t we do need to worry about, the 
actual loss of effectiveness? At no time can the United Nations do 
anyth ing unless there is great-powers agreement, and i f there  is great- 
powers agreement the Uni ted Nations can still be pretty effective, can’t 
it?

Ambassador L odge. Well, of course, the United Nations cannot exist 
without the Uni ted States. Tha t is the  first th ing. If  the United States 
were to withdraw, for instance, th at would be the end of the United 
Nations.

The United States has great influence in the United Nations, and u
always will have. In addition, we have the right of the veto in the 
Security Council which we have never used and that  would be a pro
tection in case of need. So, I  don’t worry about the United Nations 
becoming a threat to us. I don’t think  th at is possible.

I think  we are going th rough a rather  bad patch of ground at the 
present time. I think that  we are going to grow out of it. I think as 
more and more members get the experience in interna tional  relations, 
as the ir governments get more and more experienced, they are going 
to interest themselves more and more in world questions and the 
United Nations will regain some of the effectiveness t hat  it had.

Ju st at present we are in a stage when countries tha t have just 
emerged from colonialism are not really quite ready to cope with some 
of the complicated world problems. I  don’t think it is a th ing to worry 
about; I think  it is a thing  t hat  time will take care of. We must be 
patient .

Mr. F reltnghuysen. Ambassador Wadsworth, you mentioned that 
there was too much expected of the United Nations a t the beginning, 
and almost expressed surprise tha t the United Nations even survived 
for 25 years. You seem to feel i t is a reason for congratulation tha t 
it is still functioning.

Did we contribute to some of the U.N’s problems, in your opinion, 
by our actions during  this 25-year period? Have we helped make i t 
less effective? *

Ambassador Wadsworth. You mean the Congress or the United  
States, itself?

Mr. Frelinghuysen. The United States.
Ambassador Wadsworth. I  th ink to some extent we may have. We ”

expressed an idealism that perhaps was more enthusiastic than the c ir
cumstances warranted. In fact, some of the very earliest criticisms of 
the United Nations was, in fact, that it was going to be a world gov
ernment which was not what a grea t many people in the United  
States want, but instead of turn ing  out to be that, it is not even a 
federation,  not even close to a federation.

So, perhaps  in certain cases with people striv ing for the ideal of 
the utopian world and things of th at kind, some Americans may have 
added to tha t impression. I don’t thin k we have since it  has actually 
been in operation.



59

Mr. F relinghuysen. Do you think  that the U nited  States lias been too slow in responding to the material needs of the newer countries, the so-called have-not countries ?
I served at the U.N. in 1965 on the Fi fth  Committee, the Budget Committee. We were always deplor ing the increases in the budget for the United Nations, saying, “Let’s go slow and not be pushed into increased expenditures.”
Even though the amounts coming from Washington seemed relatively tiny to me as an individual, I found myself saying, “Let ’s go slow.”
Do you think if we were more generous in responding to these < needs, as one of the have countries, tha t the United Nations mightbecome more effective, or do you think inevitably there has to bethis tussle between the haves and the have-nots ?
Ambassador Wadsworth. I think  tha t there is going to be some friction no matter  how you handle it.
If  we had it to do over, I would not have opened the purse strings too broadly at the very outset. I  think, of course, you get there into a question of opposing philosophies. The philosophy of the m ultilateral aid is one, and the philosophy of bi lateral  aid, expectant of some gra titude on the part of the recipient, is another.
I believe that  by and large the United States  has followed the second philosophy as far  as foreign aid is concerned, and, to a certain extent, I believe that t ha t has been a mistake.
A great many people have for many years criticized our foreign aid for its size and its sometimes comparative lack of success. The same th ing can he said about technical assistance in the United Nations but not to the greates t extent, part icula rly not in ratio  to the amount of money spent by the United States in b ilateral programs.I say again, if we had it to do over, I don't think we should have poured wealth into the United Nations to attem pt to haul some of these poorer nations up out of poverty.
I think it has been fa irly well demonstrated tha t money alone just does not do tha t; they have got to do thei r own “thing.” They cannot iust sit there and have wealth poured into their laps and automatically become viable because of it. I  don 't think any country can do that.Mr. F relinghuysen. I don't suppose either of you gentlemen has followed the situation closely enough to be able to comment on the- current utilization- of American personnel in these internat ional organizations.
There is a feeling on the part  of some students tha t American influence and guidance and leadership in these international  institutions,- such as tha t provided by Paul Hoffman, is lessening with each year. Ambassador Lodge talked about the comparative lower cost of United Nation’s experts. Of course, that is not an advantage for  Americans who might be considering employment; the low cost would be a reason for them not to seek employment with the United  Nations.So, this  would he a reason fo r a de-Americanization of these agencies, 1 would think.
Ts this desirable? Is this a trend we should be resisting if we are still going to provide a substantial par t of the financial support for these agencies ?
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Ambassador Wadsworth. I thin k tha t the way it has been devel
oping is a healthy thing.  We thoug ht a t first tha t the country needing 
agricultural aid, all we needed to  do was send a graduate of the Cor
nell Agriculture  School and it would straighten out, but it might  be 
entirely possible that a native man from Ceylon could do a better job 
helping out  India  or Pakistan than the U.S. person because he knows 
the situation  so much better. . .

Mr. F relingiiuysen. Do you think a multilateral activi ty, with a 
program run by non-Americans, is better even where a substantia l 
amount of the  funds  are put up by this country? In  other  words, look
ing at it from the congressional po int of view, is it advisable for us 
to l̂ose control over the  utilization of these funds where we don't  have 
key personnel in the agencies ? . .

Ambassador W adsworth. I thin k the history of the utilization  of 
the funds would seem to indicate the opposite. I t is not a question so 
much of losing control o f it  5 i t is a question of using it to the best ad
vantage. It  has been done very well by non-Americans in many cases 
that  I personally know of. .

Mr. Frelingiiuysen. I don' t mean to impose on the committee s
time, Mr. Chairman. . .

Mr. Burke. If  you will yield jus t a minute, I  will give you a com
ment that  we just ran across recently in Taiwan where the Taiwan 
Government is part of the contr ibuting program under the United 
Nations with us and they have done an outs tanding  job in matters per
taining to growing rice and what-not in certain areas of Africa. I  think 
they are far  better equipped certainly than we are because they know 
the agrar ian problems and the land is quite similar and the problems 
are qui te similar to what they had at Taiwan in the area they moved 
into.

I think  tha t is probably what the Ambassador had in mind where 
some foreign nations can better do it  than  we can even though we are 
part contribu tor to the  program.

Mr. F relingiiuysen. I question whether there is more expertise in 
non-American brains. I also question the wisdom, even i f there is ade
quate expertise, of the United  S tates relinquishing leadership respon
sibilities in these areas even though it might be possible to get things 
done well without any Americans running these operations.

Is this a wise thing to do, even though we ought to be able to trus t 
the wisdom of others ?

Mr. Burke. I  don’t know, Mr. Frelinghuysen, because I have some 
questions myself about the United  Nations and its future and certainly 
its relationship with our security in the  long run.

Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Burke.
Mr. Burke. Yes ; one question to follow tha t up.
On page 6, Ambassador Wadsworth, you, I  think, state what has 

been a great deal of concern to many of us when you talk  about the 
emerging underdeveloped or nondeveloped nations tha t could mean 
trouble bv their  entrance, let’s say, willy-nilly over the years into the 
United  Nations, wi thout any research, le t’s say, on the ir ability to su r
vive economically.

Now as to these “have not” nations; what is being said now is that  
the present world revolution, so-called, is the revolution of the “have 
nots” against the “haves.”
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I feel that we have failed certainly in allowing and not reviewing 
these programs continually  because I believe tha t the United Nations 
generally consisting of more of the “have no t” nations would be more 
pro-Communist generally in their  views than the pro-Capi talist.

Ambassador Wadsworth. There is th at possibility, which is why I 
put. it there. I do feel tha t a t the time tha t these countries were coming 
in—I am talkin g about qui te a while ago; I am not talk ing about ju st 
last year. I don't  believe t hat  the United States could have afforded 
to even attempt to slow down the admittance of all these countries 
tha t were burs ting out of thei r colonial bonds. Of course, a lot of 
them were allowed out of their  colonial bonds by Great  Britain,  
France, and so forth, but they were coming out and they were consid
ered to be people th at we ought to help and we would have probably 
assumed a very, very poor image worldwide had we attempted to 
stop it.

Now, we might possibly have looked far enough ahead to have made 
some provision for a study of their  situa tion so that we would not be 
shocked or surprised if they did happen to turn up broke some day. 
Maybe we might have been able to make some plans to help out in th at 
event.

Mr. Burke. Isn 't i t true , then, that since we have been the main con
trib utor to the United Nations as one of the leading nations of the 
world over the years th at these poorer nations now will look to us fo r 
thei r survival even though they may not be overly friendly toward  
our system and le t’s say our role in world politics.

Ambassador Wadsworth. A good many of them do look to us, not 
necessarily as their survival. As I am sure  you know, the  percentage 
of the U.S. contribu tion to the regular budget of the United Nations 
has been moving downward rather  than upward lately because more 
countries are coming in to take up p art  of the slack.

Mr. Burke. Isn ’t tha t true  of the Soviet Union and some of the 
other nations tha t have contributed less ?

Ambassador W adsworth. Not re ally; most of thei r shares have not 
declined.

Mr. Burke. Proportion ately , we have also contribu ted more than  
the others over the years because the others have reduced thei r 
payments.

Ambassador Wadsworth. Y ou can almost say we spoiled them.
Mr. Burke. Th at is what I  have in mind.
There has been a great deal of conversation, pa rticu larly  confusion, 

among many of the American people who feel that the Soviet Union 
and its satellites have used the U nited Nations as a sounding board fo r 
Communist propaganda  throughout  the world.

Would you comment on tha t ?
Ambassador Wadsworth. Yes, sir.
Tha t is t rue, of course, to the extent tha t they are able to do i t, and 

do it in an even ha lfway  believable way, but at the same time we have 
been able to use the United Nations for just  as an effective, if  not a 
more effective, sounding board for our brand of governmental  
philosophy.

I  think tha t the weight of the evidence leans toward our success in 
tha t direction more tha n it does the Communists.

41-9 72—70—— 5
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I would like to ask Ambassador Lodge if I am wrong on that but I really feel tha t has happened.
Ambassador Lodge. Well, the United Nations can be compared with a microphone and everybody s trugg ling to get a hold of it. The Assembly Build ing is ra the r shaped like  a loud speaker, and the next time you are in New York, take a look at it and see if  you don’t think so. People struggle to get the  mike and people struggle to say the most effective thing on the mike.
I believe if you look back at it oyer the years, the type  of thing  th at the Soviet Union and the ir satellites have put  out is awfully stilted and awfully sort of shopworn. I thin k some of the stuff tha t ‘we have *put out has been fre sh ; I  t hink it has been sincere. I t has been things tha t we really mean and really think.  I don’t think we have come off second-best.
Mr. Burke. Well, I wondered. It  seems like the tria l in Chicago,Mr. Ambassador. I think this is a little shopworn too and the purpose behind some of these demonstrations is obvious, yet it seemed to impress a lot o f the young people in our Nation.
Ambassador Lodge. I  don’t think what goes on in the United Nations is similar to what happened in Chicago.
Mr. Burke. No, I ’m sure of that  but I  ju st wonder about the propaganda value.
I th ink the conduct of Mr. Khrushchev, for example, was quite similar to the example set by the seven defendants  in Chicago in thei r tria l in court.
Ambassador Lodge. We only had him once.
Mr. Burke. Yes, but unfortunately , we still have the others. That is all. Thank you.
Thank you very much.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Roth.
Mr. Roth. I am sorry to have come late but, as you know, we are in session this afternoon.
I do have one question.
I hope I am not repeating  what went on earlier.
Tha t is, is there anything you th ink tha t we should do in the Congress at this time to attem pt to s trengh ten the U nited  Nations or is it merely an evolutionary development un til the time again comes where it can be more effective ? *Ambassador L odge. My view is  tha t it is an evolutionary  thing.  I thin k beyond doing the re gula r things, the appropria tion and all tha t,I would not say there was anything  else th at Congress needs to do.I think  congressional suppo rt of the United  Nations has been excel- *lent and we have done ou r par t. I thin k we have been generous and openminded and liberal about it. I would not think we needed to do anyth ing more.
Mr. Roth. Mr. Wadsworth.
Ambassador Wadsworth. I would agree there.
I particularly  would like to stress what you said yourself, Congressman, which was about the evolutionary nature of this.I think  the thing of the Un ited Nations is just  the latest stop along the road between the caveman and the ideal state. It  is not good enough, everybody know’s th at, but it is the best we have had yet. It has lived, whereas the League of Nations d idn’t and other leagues that
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have star ted up and faded away, have not survived, but this looks 
as though it could.

Then the next th ing that comes along will be even be tter—we don’t 
know what tha t is; we may none of us be alive when it happens, 
but it is evolutionary.

Mr. Roth. May I ask the question slightly differently  ?
If  there were not the practical problems of try ing  to bring  about 

change, what changes would you propose at this stage, if any«
Ambassador Wadsworth. I don’t know if we would call it  a 

change. I think  I would be more interested in seeing a better system 
of interna tional  education worked out in some way, not only in 
the interchange of students and teachers and so forth , but also in 
actual studies which are going on at a much accelerated pace in this 
country and in many others today.

A great  deal of the trouble in the United Nations has been and 
still is the lack of unders tanding—lack of understanding of the o ther 
person’s point of view, and the other person’s reaction to certain 
activities. When one comes to understand a l ittle  bit better. I find it 
is much more easy to tolerate.

Therefore , tolerance and countertolerance all over the world can 
only be helped bv the vast spread of education, young people and 
adult education alike.

Mr. Rotit. Mr. Lodge, would you care to comment ?
Ambassador Lodge. Well, I thin k it is a question of evolution. The 

thing tha t makes the world dangerous and complicated and disorderly 
is, first of all, the poverty and the low living standard , and that 
would make a lot of trouble in the world even if you didn 't have 
the inte rnational Communist movement. The internat ional Communist 
movement adds to the danger.

If  everybody ju st gave up the idea of trying to impose himself and 
take over and expand himself, that would help the United Nations. 
It is the basic conditions in the world t hat  a re reflected in the United 
Nations, and if you try  to get at the troubles by changing the char ter 
or amending the rules, it is like a man trying to cure smallpox by 
put ting cold cream on his face; you are just gett ing at the super
ficialities and not at the basic cause of the disease.

Mr. Rottt. You don’t feel tha t any change, for example, in the voting 
power of the various countries on one basis or other would-----

Ambassador Lodge. Well, nobody th at worked there at the United 
Nations has failed to th ink about i t—a better way of voting. It  seems 
ridiculous that  the U nited States  should have one vote and some little 
tiny country should have one vote, bu t t ha t is in the General Assem
bly. Nothing  the General Assembly does is legally binding;  every
thing it does is horta tory,  and the strongest verb they ever use is 
“urge,” I believe.

The only th ing in the  United Nations that  can issue a legally bind
ing order is the Security Council, and there we are protected by the 
veto. You can think  about weighted voting, taking into account popu
lation, gross national product, area, all t hat,  but, as a realist, I don’t 
thin k there is any chance a t all of tha t ever being done. I  think the 
revision of the char ter is a figment of the imagination.

Mr. Roth. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, gentlemen.
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Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Fascell.
Air. Fascell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Gentlemen, at  one time there was an excit ing political  movement in 

the country called “Get the U.S. out of the U.N., Get the U.N. out of 
the U.S .”

When I got up there this time as a representative and worked for 
3 months, I found out that  this little political movement, which, of 
course, is no surprise to you gentlemen, was joined by a lot of people 
in the. United Nations and we had very strong efforts to move the 
United Nations out of New York and diversify many aspects of the rfacilities and the operations of the United Nations so tha t now we 
have them in Geneva, Vienna, Addis Ababa, Santiago, among other 
places.

Then the question came up about the United Nations expansion.
Hav ing had the experience I have had on the Fifth Committee, I want 
to tell you th at it is an extremely difficult th ing to get the U.S. point 
of view across and we came within  a  c at’s whisker of losing the fight 
in the Fifth  Committee in order to obtain  the expansion of, and keep, 
the United Nations in New York.

I just wonder what your feelings a re with  respect to the  necessity in 
which it will have to be proposed, and is being proposed, by this ad
ministra tion fo r the expansion of facilities in New York.

Ambassador Lodge. Well, Mr. Congressman, I will be frank with 
you and say there have been many times when I could have wished it  
was not in New York. I  am going to be f rank  with you. I t creates lots 
of problems tha t simply would not exist if it were not there. Now. 
that is a personal view.

I am not a public official; I  am a private citizen. This is not a th ing 
I would say if I were a public official. And I might  as well tell you 
frankly what I feel.

Air. Gallagher. I would like to have you back and get your p rivate  
citizen feelings on many other issues.

Ambassador Lodge. In fact, I have often thought tha t having it in 
Berlin, with the 110 miles between Helmstedt and AVest Berlin  as a 
part  of the U.N. enclave, had a good deal to be said for it, even though 
there is no chance on earth of  its happening , I gra nt you that.  AVhat is 
desirable in this field and what is possible are two very, very different » 
things, but I  have often thought that.

Air. F ascell. Ambassador Wadsworth.
Ambassador Wads worth. I have thought of it, too. O f course, the 

thin g th at almost always stops the  movement of tha t is the  contempla- » 
tion of the cost tha t it would take somewhere else to build it from 
scratch. There is no question about it, tha t there are some very grave 
drawbacks to New York as the place for the United Nations.

I had thought not so much about Germany or Berlin , but I have 
thought it might be a wonderful thin g to hold the sessions on board 
the Queen Alary or some large ocean liner out in the middle of the 
ocean where nobody could get there.

Air. F ascell. Tha t concept was raised, you will be happy to know, 
in Fi fth  Committee meetings this fall when somebody was complain
ing about all of the conferences being held in Geneva by United 
Nations people out of New York and all the  conferences in New York
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being held by the people in Geneva. They decided the best way to 
solve tha t problem was just to have them on shipboard.

How do you gentlemen feel about the ratification of the trea ty on 
privileges and immunities which seems to have created a problem for 
us in New York from time to time?

Ambassador Lodge. Is tha t the old one under  the-----
Mr. Fascele. Yes.
Ambassador Lodge. I have not thought  of tha t for 10 years. I did 

favor it when I  was the U.S. representat ive but I am really not up 
to date on it.

Ambassador Wadsworth. I am not up to date but I will stick my 
neck out a little. I would be inclined, on balance, to go along with it.

Mr. F ascell. It has been submitted to the Senate, finally, and we 
hope i t will be acted on. I  will tell you th at we ate that  trea ty about 
every hour on the hour up there.

One of the problems that you have discussed, is tha t the U.N. is 
more of a propaganda forum than  a political forum. I don’t know 
tha t we can in any way ever change that. I don’t know how you take 
politics out of politics, anyway, and I certainly don’t want to. You 
have to recognize it fo r what i t is and live with it.

A major problem for the United States in the United Nations and 
the specialized agencies is the diffusion of authority  between the State 
Department and the Mission in New York on one hand—and the 
U.S. Government departments  and agencies on the other, particular ly 
in the U.N. specialized agencies. Wh at do you think of  a proposal tha t 
would center at the executive level in the United States all of the 
responsibility  in the State Departmen t which has the basic foreign 
policy responsibility ?

Ambassador Lodge. I think a lot can be said about that . I would 
not put them in the Office of  the  U.S. Representative in New York.

Mr. F ascell. No, no ; absolutely not. ti e has too much to do now.
Ambassador Lodge. Yes; even though he is not as potent as he has 

been said to be in several books tha t have been wri tten, still he has his 
hands full with what he has to  do and i t is not physically possible for 
him to  supervise the part icipation in Geneva; it  jus t can’t be done.

But, certain ly the United States ought to speak with one voice, 
and these things all relate and they should be coordinated. I  think  
your idea of put ting  i t in the State Department is worthy of a great 
deal of attention .

Mr. F ascell. Ambassador Wadsworth, what are your feelings?
Ambassador W adsworth. I  would agree thoroughly.
I have had a great deal of experience in working with other agen

cies, part icularly  on special committees and special groups, where 
other departments of the executive had  representatives like the Pen
tagon and so forth.

Generally speaking, it has been not too bad, but I can see tha t 
occasionally if there are Agriculture  and Commerce and Pentagon 
and CIA  and I  don’t know how many different other  agencies that all 
need to know and all need to put in this, it makes it very difficult for 
the head of the delegation, I  can promise you that.

Mr. Fascell. It  has been said tha t the pressure in the United  Na
tions is really not an East-West confron tation but more north-sou th 
and more really one of the “have-nots” and the “haves.”
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Th is lias been  tra ns la ted po lit ical ly  at  the Uni ted Na tio ns  level and  also in prac tic al  terms  i nto  a mul tip lic at ion of the  U .N.  economic  pro gra ms , which  in tu rn  cre ate  tre me ndous am ount of pre ssu res  for more  and  more money.
Th is has given rise  to several  pro ble ms  which were  ack now ledged  by the Pe arso n repo rt and the  J acks on  stu dy .
I am not addre ssing  my sel f to tho se ma nagement pro blems  bu t I am ad dressin g myself to  th e problem th at  may be because of th is na tu ral  factor  th at  exists  and because with  money comes the  op po rtu ni ty  fo r act ion , th at  the re has  been overw helming  at tent ion and focus  on the  economic aspects of the Un ite d Na tio ns  a nd  thi s has ten ded to detr ac t from the politi ca l po ten tia l th a t exi sts  an d th e capabi lit ies  to maybe take step s in the  rig ht  di rec tio n to help solve those politi cal  prob lems. Maybe  i t wou ld be b et te r t o div orce ou t the  economic ope rations com pletely. W ha t do you th in k ?
Am bassa dor Lodge. Th ere  is no doubt th at  on the economic questions  broadly  spe aking the  world  div ide s no rth an d sou th more tha n it does ea st a nd  west. I  th ink th at  is t rue.
When you have an eas t and wes t th ing,  quite of ten  the  cou ntr ies  th at  are sou th,  the tropic al countrie s, div ide . You  have seen th at  h ap pen on the question of Chinese rep res en tat ion . I  don’t know if  the re is any  way to avo id that.  I th ink th at  is how the  w orld is. T would  not th ink that  you  could  t ake  a ll the economic questions out  o f the Un ite d Nat ions .
Mr. F ascell. Or that  it  w ould  be des irable  to do so.
Am bassa dor L odge. I  wou ld no t th in k so. T his  is how th ings  a re.Am bassa dor W adsworth. I  agree.
Mr.  F ascell. T ha t is all,  M r. Ch air ma n.
Th an k you very much, gen tlem en.
Am bas sad or Lodge. T ha nk  you, s ir.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Bingham .
Mr. B ingh am . Tha nk  you, Mr.  Ch air ma n. I  a pp recia te  th e c ourtesy  of  y ou r ca lling  on me. I  am no t a member of th is  subcommit tee  b ut  I  am eno rmously  intere sted and I  am very glad  th at  you are  ho lding  these  heari ngs.
T would like  to joi n in w elcoming these two dis tin gu ish ed  gen tlem en.1 would like  to pursu e ju st  a bi t the  them e th at  you hav e touched  upo n about the  possibi lities or  n onpossibil itie s of ch ar te r review.Am bassa dor Wadsw ort h, you  sa id in your  sta tem ent th at if  we lost  the  U ni ted Na tions we w ould h ave to st ar t all ove r a ga in an d possib ly again st much more serious odd s t ha n we fa ced  in 1945.
Wo uld  you  care  to develop that  thou gh t ?
I  happen to agree wi th you  b ut  I  wou ld like  to hear  y ou deve lop it.Am bassa dor W adsworth. Per ha ps  you be tte r he lp me.
No : in 1945. we had  ju st  come o ut  o f a sh at te rin g kind  o f trau mat ic  experience  of t he  w ar  and  e verybody was feel ing , “ We sim ply  hav e to get toge ther : th is is r idi cu lou s; we h ave to  sto p all  the  q ua rrel in g and  get toge ther .”
Th at  was  th e ma in th ru st  back of  the  1945 nego tia tions,  as I  u nd er sta nd  them .
And, no t to shor than d th at  too much, I  th ink it says wha t it says.
Today , there are a gr ea t many peo ple  who rem ember  the tra um a of W orld  W ar  I I  and ce rta inly  would  hav e fou nd out  in more ways
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th an  one about the trau m at ic  experie nce s in mu ch smaller m ili ta ry  
eve nts  th at  have tra ns pi red.

To some ex ten t, the  po lit ica l div isio ns betw een Eas t and West  as 
well as in some cases betw een Nor th  and So uth seem to hav e jel led  a 
lit tle  bi t mo re th an  they  were in  1945. But  now  you  st ar t ou t wi th  a 
mutu al  suspic ion  which  ra th er  t ha n ha ving  been  un de rcut  a lit tle bi t 
or  sof ten ed up  a lit tle bi t has ha rden ed  in a gr ea t ma ny min ds,  no t 
only in  the U ni ted S ta tes  bu t a ll o ver the w orld, an d the refore , it  would 
make it ha rd er  fo r the sta tes  when represen tin g those cou ntr ies  back  
of  them to  put  fo rw ard ideas th a t m ight  reach  a consensus th at  wou ld 
make a good in tern at iona l or ga niza tio n again . I  th ink you would 
hav e th at  much. For ins tance,  y ou  would  hav e the tro ub le again  wi th 
voting. You  recall in 1945 they  tr ie d several  dif ferent  form ula s on 
weigh ted  vo tin g and ha d to  g ive  up  an d go to the veto ins tea d. So, I  
th in k it  would  be ha rd er  if  we st ar te d tom orrow  to bu ild  wh at  San 
Fran cis co  did  than  it was  in 1945.

Mr. B ingh am . Spe cifically, would  you  no t ag ree  th at  there wou ld 
be a lo t of  difficulty in ge tti ng  th e Sovie t Un ion to agree  to a sing le 
Se cretary Gener al toda y in view o f th ei r su pp or t fo r the  troi ka  idea?

Am bassa dor W adsworth. Ye s; they  might  go back to  the th ree
hea ded  m on ster ; t ro ik a we cal led  it  in  those days. I  th in k they  could. 
They do n’t like an ythi ng  th at  can  tel l them th at  the y can ot say  wh at 
the y w an t to and do what they w an t to  a t any tim e. W e a re all the same 
bu t they  are ro ug he r ab ou t it.

Mr.  B ingh am . I t has of ten  s tru ck  me, pa rt icul ar ly  in ligh t of  some 
of  the cri tic ism  of  th e U ni ted Na tio ns  th a t has  come fro m th e ext rem e 
con servat ive s in th is coun try , th at fro m the Sovie t po in t of  view, the  
Sovie ts migh t have a lot  more to  cri tic ize  abou t th e pe rfo rm ance  of 
the Uni ted Na tions over the ye ars th an  we have. W ou ld  you agre e 
wi th  th at  ?

Am bassa dor W adsworth. Yes.
Mr. B ingham . I sn ’t  tha t fac t th a t they  cast  a ll those vetoes an in di 

cat ion  th at  th ing s were ha pp en ing tl ia t th ey  did n’t lik e ?
Am bassador W adsworth. E nt irel y possible.
Mr . Bingh am . In  yo ur  tim e at  the Uni ted Na tions,  Am bas sad or 

Lodge, would  you  say t hat the re  was a poli cy on the  p art  of  the  Un ite d 
St ates  not to cast a ve to o r was i t t h a t we di dn ’t  hav e to c ast  a ve to t hat  
we never  di d ?

Am bassa dor L odge. Well , we d id n’t h ave to. I t  w as alw ays possible 
to ge t eno ugh  votes so t hat you did n’t hav e to. Natur al ly , we tr ie d to  
look  good, and  when yo u don ’t  hav e to , you  are f oolish to  do  it . So, that  
was th at .

I  thi nk  on y ou r firs t q ues tion , i t wou ld be m uch  more difficult to get 
an  in te rn at iona l organiza tio n set up  now th an  it  was  in  1945. The 
Ru ssians ha d been  our alli es then  and th at  m eant a gr ea t deal .

I  rem emb er very well one af ter no on —I  was in the Sena te at th at  
time. I  was  in th e Senate clo ak room ; i t was 1947. W e all ha d become 
accu stom ed to  the  idea of  the Ru ssi ans being ou r allie s. I  rem emb er 
Se na tor Va nd enbe rg say ing , “T he  fa ct  is th at St al in  wa nts to be an 
ad ve rsa ry .”

I  rem ember  the  shock people fel t. Now it  is all  tak en  fo r gr an ted;  
every one knows th a t;  they  th in k they  have kno wn it  foreve r.
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But I can remember the sense of shock and the sense of surprise 
when Senator Vandenberg said that .

Now, i f you s tarted  over again, you would not star t with tha t basis 
because in San Francisco it was assumed tha t the good working rela
tionship between us and the Soviet Union was going to continue and 
the whole th ing was based on that . Then when tha t changed, there 
were lots of people who thought t ha t would be the end of the United 
Nations.

I can remember people here in Washington saying, “The whole thing 
is down the drain.”

Somehow or  other, it has kept going. It  has kept going because I  
think  there is some kind of demand for it.

Mr. Bingham. In  connection with the one state-one vote argument, 
isn't  it worth noting tha t in addition to the Security Council, which 
you mentioned, there are many United Nations committees plus the 
Economic and Social Council and the Human  Rights  Council. On all 
of these we are represented, the Soviet Union is represented, the major 
powers are represented, but the small powers get on only some of them 
and not on others. Does tha t not amount to a kind of weighted voting ?

Ambassador Lodge. Definitely. Definitely. Our interests are pro
tected. Nothing harmful to the United States can come out of the 
United Nations; I am sure of that.

Mr. Bingtiam. One final question.
In light  of Mr. Fascell’s question about sepa rating  out the economic 

side, don't you think there is some value in our working together in 
both areas to get the experience th at some day we may be able to apply 
more effectively in the peacekeeping field ?

Ambassador Lodge. Have you got a specific illus tration ?
Mr. Bingham. I am thin king  of areas where we have to work on an 

international basis, say in the communications field or in a similar 
field where we have to work together.

Ambassador Lodge. Well, Antarctica, for instance. I would say that 
was a good thing. I don' t know how much good it  does; I  don't know 
tha t i t really helps any on peacekeeping, but I think  i t is good as far 
as it goes.

Mr. Bingtiam. Would  you have a comment on that  ?
Ambassador Wadsworth. I would think  tha t tha t and the agree

ments on outer space, nuclear tests, to the extent that it  has been going 
on. There have been s tirrings every once in a while. Now, in th is com
munications business that you speak of, the Soviet Union and the other 
eastern European states have not as yet joined in the group but they 
are there as observers and extremely interested. Yugoslavia is just 
about ready to join.

It, is something you cannot s top; there are no boundaries. The satel
lite is 22,300 miles out and its cone spreads over such a huge ter ri
tory tha t there is no such thing as boundaries any more, not in 
communications.

Ambassador Lodge. The same with the seabed.
Ambassador Wadsworth. Yes.
Mr. Bingham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F relinghuysen. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Air. Frelinghuysen.
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Mr. F relinghu yse n. I  r eal ize  th e t ime is r un ni ng  ou t but  we sho uld  
ask  you gen tlem en abou t y ou r v iew on pea cek eep ing  an d peacem aking.  
Bo th  o f you in effec t h ave  said  th at  in  the old  d ays the re was  a use ful  
role  fo r the  U ni ted Na tio ns  in  th e M idd le Eas t a nd  elsewhere, b ut  th at  
we ca nno t exp ect  much  o f it any m ore. Is n ’t it  re al ly im po rta nt  to  keep  
in  min d the co nti nu ing  po tent ia l fo r a u seful role in the fu tu re  in the 
pea cekeep ing field, sho uld  we n ot  a tte mpt  to  develop  a w ay of financ 
ing  such  effo rts, an d at te m pt  to  deve lop a cont inuing  role inste ad  of  
givin g it  u p as a los t ca use?

Gr an ted , our exp erie nce  has no t been too ha pp y,  bu t is th is no t an
* area whe re we should  s till  hope t hat  th e U ni ted Na tions can  be u seful ?

Am bas sad or Lodge . I  th in k we ough t no t to give up.  We  ou gh t to 
hope. Bu t if you rem ember , in 1956 Mr.  Pe ars on  of  C anada made the 

, motion  to crea te th e Uni ted Na tions Em erg ency Fo rce —a motio n which
* ca rri ed  and  the  force was created. I t  was s tat ion ed  in the Gaz a Str ip , 

the Gul f of Aq aba and th e en trance there at  the S tr ai t of  Sh arm El 
She ik. For 11 years  i t was a very str ong influence fo r p eace  and was  of  
gr ea t a dv an tag e to  al l concer ned.

The same th in g cou ld be  s aid  about the  Congo force th a t was c rea ted  
in 1960 and ce rta in ly  at  th a t tim e prevented  th at huge  co un try  from 
fa ll in g into  the  ha nd s of ou tsider s.

Now people tel l me t hat  you ju st  could no t get an ythi ng  as  ela borat e 
an d sop his ticate d as th at  done tod ay.  I  agree wi th  you we sho uld  not 
lose hope, and we sho uld  rem ember  we once did  th ings  lik e th a t an d 
hop e we can  do the m aga in.

Mr. F rel ing huy sen . The re  is a serious  fina ncia l problem . W he re  is 
the  money com ing  fro m?

Am bassador L odge. Money, an d men, too.
Mr. F relinghuy sen . Bu t t he re  is s till a nee d such as in  Cyp rus r ig ht  

now and  the re may even be a need  in the Midd le Eas t again . I t  m igh t 
develop  in  such a w ay th at  th e Uni ted Na tio ns  presence—and t hi s w ill  
tak e money—will be needed. So, I  w ould  thi nk  t hat  we should  not  f or 
get th is  as a way  in  wh ich the U ni ted N ati ons can be us efu l.

Am bas sad or L odge. Ver y t rue.
Am bassador W adsworth. Very t rue .
One. th in g that  has  been somewhat  uns pok en b ut I  know i t is in  every

one’s m ind  is the re will never be  a gr ea t dea l of  d ifficu lty in ach iev ing  
a successful  p eacekeepin g ope ratio n unles s one or  the  ot he r o f the gr ea t 
powers a re vio len tly  opposed to i t.

Now, the  Ru ssian i nte rven tio n in the Midd le E as t has, w ith ou t d oubt,  
made, th at  a grea t deal  worse an d we a re no t go ing  to  get th a t kind  o f 
vote  in  the Un ite d Na tio ns  or  anywher e else. I f  the y c anno t ag ree,  the n 
there is no th ing to  it. But  if  it is a dif fer ent kind  of  sit ua tio n,  as in  
Cy prus  which i s vi rtu al ly  a volu nte er o perat ion , it  can be  invoked aga in 
and  can  be comp lete ly successful.

Mr . Gallagher, f  recall your  ta lk ing abo ut the big spy case whe n 
you  w ere at the U.N . Ba ck in 1959,1 w as read ing abo ut spy cases and 
I  ha d some 261 cases documented in the  Lib ra ry  of  Congres s. Whe n 
you were, wa ging  yo ur  fight,  I  call ed th e St ate Dep ar tm en t and to ld  
them I  had the m an d they  said the y wou ld be very int ere ste d. In  30 
seconds, I th in k they  were  askin g fo r pa rt  of  the  com pendium on the 
spy  list .

Am bassador L odge. Very int ere sting .
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Mr. Gallagher. I recall your plight.
Ambassador Lodge. When we had t ha t American seal, they put the microphone under  the eagle’s beak.
Mr. Gallagher. I also remember you display ing that  eagle.
Ambassador Lodge. That had been given to the Embassy by the 

Society for Soviet-American Friendship and it was hanging behind 
the Ambassador’s chair and they could hear him dicta ting his mail on it.

Mr. Gallagher. Those were trying days.
Well, Ambassador Lodge and Ambassador Wadsworth , we are de

lighted to have had you with us here today. You have contributed to 
the air of hopefulness that  the United Nations will see another 25 years.

Ambassador Lodge. Thank you.
Ambassador Wadsworth. Thank you.
Mr. Gallagher. The meet ing stands adjourned until the call of the Chair.
(Whereupon, at 4:20 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene at the call of the Chair.)



25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

Peacekeeping and Arms Control

TU ES DA Y,  FE BRUARY 24,  1970

H ouse  of R epr e se n t a t iv e s ,
*  C o m m it t e e  on  F orei gn  A f f a ir s ,

S u b c o m m it tee  on  I n t e r n a t io n a l
O rg a n iz a tio n s  a n d  M o v e m e n ts ,

Washington, D.C
The subcommittee met. pursuant to recess, at 10:17 a.m., in room 

2200, Rayburn  House Office Building, Hon. Cornelius E. Gallagher 
(chairman of the subcommittee), presiding.

Mr. G a lla g h er . The subcommittee will come to order.
I apologize for the delay. Because of the Washington’s birthday 

recess, we have had  several members absent. We will proceed now that 
we do have a semblance of bipart isansh ip here.

We meet this  morning in a continuation of ou r hearings related to 
the United  Nations. The topic of this morning’s discussion is the 
“United Nations: Peacekeeping and Arms Control.”

The subcommittee is delighted to welcome this morning three dis
tinguished gentlemen who will help us in our consideration of tod ay’s 
subject.

They are Ambassador Seymour Finger, Counsellor of the United  
Nations Mission, Dr. Joseph Johnson of the Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace, and Pro f. Lincoln Bloomfield, of Massachusetts 
Inst itute of Technology.

(The biographical sketches follo w:)
Joseph E. Johnson , p res ident and  t rus tee  of the  Carnegie Endowment for Inter -

* nat ional Peace since 1950, was born in Virginia and received a Ph. D. from 
Harva rd and an LL.D. from Willi ams College. He served  as division chief  of 
Intern ational Security  Affa irs in the  Department of Sta te from 1944 through 
1947; as an a dviso r to the U.S. delegation a t Dumbarton  Oaks Conference (1944) ; 
to the U.N. conference in San Francisco (1945) ; to the  1st session of General

* Assembly of U.N. (194G) ; and  to U.S. delegations  to various other internatio nal  
conferences. Ambassador John son has  been associated  for  many years with U.S. 
Government and U.N. act ivi ties  relatin g to the Middle East, including service on 
the U.N. Concil iation Commission for  Palestine . He is a dire ctor  of the  Council 
on Foreign  Relations, fellow of the  American Academy of A rts and Science, and 
director of U.N. Association of  th e Uni ted State s.

Seymou r Maxw ell Finyer, Ambassado r and Senior  Adviser to the  Perman ent 
Representative, Uni ted Sta tes  Mission to the United Nations, was  born in New 
York City and gra duate d from  Ohio Unive rsity . He also studied at  the Univ er
sity  of Cincinnati  a nd the Litt au er  School of Public Affairs , Ha rvard  University . 
Mr. Fing er is a care er fore ign service officer class one and consul genera l. He was 
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a member of the U.S. delegations to the U.N.’s General Assemblies—11th through 21st.
Ambassador Finger  served in an executive capacity  for Photo Reflex Studios from 1935-1946, and was a special consul tant to the Brookings Insti tution in 1964. His foreign service included assignments to Germany (1946-49), France (1949-51), Hungary (1951-53), Italy (1954-55) and Laos (1955-59).

Lincoln P. Bloomfield, Professor of political science a t the Massachusetts  Institute of Technology, is a native of Boston and received his S.B., M.P.A. and Ph. D. degrees from Harvard University. Dr. Bloomfield joined the M.I.T. Center for International Studies in 1957. He was the director of the United Nations Project from 1957 to 1960 and subsequently became the director of the Arms Control Project. In addition  he served as a consultant to the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. Dr. Bloomfield also has worked in various capacities in the U.S. Department of State. He is the author of Evolution or Revolution? The U.N. and the Problem of Peaceful Territorial Change; The United Nations and U.S. Foreign Policy: A New Look at the National Inte res t; as well as co-author and editor of International Military  Forces; and numerous other books and articles.
Mr. Gallagher. We will begin with Ambassador F inger, to be fol

lowed by Mr. Johnson, and then Professor Bloomfield. If  you will please proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR SEYM OUR FIN GE R,  COUNSELOR OF 
TH E U.S. MISSION TO TH E UN ITED  NAT IONS

Ambassador F inger. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It  is indeed a 
privilege to discuss with this distinguished group of Congressmen 
who are concerned with international organization the question of United Nations peacekeeping.

This is a subject in which, as U.S. Representative on the United 
Nations Committee on Peacekeeping, I have taken a strong interest for some years.

I recognize among your ranks many who have become expert in the 
subject of peacekeeping. Congressman Frelinghuysen,  who was on the 
delegation 2 years ago, Dante Fascell and Irv ing  Whalley , who were 
on the delegation this past year, and Congressman Fountain.

They have all served with great distinction on delegations to the General Assembly.
I shall try in my statement to sum up the historical background, 

and the essential nature  and purpose of United Nations peacekeeping 
in today’s unstable world, and to describe the state of our current negotiations to enable the United Nations to carry  out tha t purpose more effectively and reliably.

It  is apparent, Mr. Chairman,  tha t the framers of the charte r, par
ticularly in writing chapter 7, worked in an atmosphere strongly in
fluenced by the 1930’s and World Wa r II . It  was natura l, therefore, 
tha t the kind of action most precisely detailed in the char ter was enforcement action as set out in article 42.

Article 43 calls for special agreements by which members would 
place forces at the  Council’s disposal for  the purposes of article  42.

The threat then uppermost in the minds of the five ma jor wartime 
allies, who are the five permanent members of the Security  Council, 
was obviously the resurgence of German or Japanese militarism. An 
indication of th is frame of mind can be found in the so-called transi
tional articles, 106 and 107 of the char ter:
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106. Pending the coming into force of such special agreements referred to in 
Article 43 as in the opinion of the Security Council enable it to begin the exer
cise of its responsibilities under Article 42, the parti es to the Four-Nation 
Declaration, signed at Moscow, October 30, 1943, and France, shall, in accord
ance with the provisions of paragraph 5 of tha t Declaration, consult with one 
another and as occasion requires with other  Members of the United Nations 
with a view to such join t ac tion on behalf of the Organization as may be neces
sary for the purpose of mainta ining international peace and security.

107. Nothing in the p resent Charter shall invalidate or preclude action in rela 
tion to any s tate  which during the  Second World W ar has been an enemy of any 
signatory  to the present  Charter, taken or authorized as a result  of that war 
by the Governments having responsibility for such action.

But  of course the  situat ion has changed very radically since 1945.
Fi rst  of all, there was an open spli t in the allied coalition, thus 

removing a precondition of effective coercion action agains t outlaw 
nations, and the Germans and Japanese have directed the ir great 
energy and competence to economic growth, rath er than mili tarism.

Second, rap id decolonialization, desirable as it has been, has re
sulted in a proliferation of  small new nations and has brought with it 
a degree of instab ility in what is loosely called the Thi rd World.

Third, both of these developments have taken place in the sett ing 
of nuclear  stalemate, which has deterred big wars, but  has not pre
vented small wars.

Thus, the thre at of small wars g etting out of hand became a major 
concern of the international community, par ticu larly  as represented 
at the United Nations.

With a few exceptions, notably Korea and Vietnam on the one 
hand, and Hun gary and Czechoslovakia on the other, the kind of 
peace-threatening situations which the world encountered and will 
continue to encounter are local conflicts, not directly  involving the 
forces of major powers. .

U.N. peacekeeping action in such situations have been ot three types.
Fir st, in quarre ls and border  disputes between small states, and 

in the Arab-Israeli conflict. A U.N. mission could supervise a ceasefire 
and serve as a buffer. .

In  situations like the Congo and Cyprus,  where internal stri fe 
threatened to draw in outsiders, the U.N. has  helped res tore order and 
stabilize the situation.

In  situations such as Greece at  the end of the 1940 s and Lebanon 
in 1958, the U.N. helped spot light subversion and infiltration.

In  more than  a dozen such situations since World Wa r II , the 
United Nations  has helped to end fighting and m aintain  a truce.

But except for Korea, it has not undertaken the more ambitious 
task of stopping  aggression or enforcing the peace. It  was unable to 
take such action, fo r example, in  Hunga ry, in A ietnam, in Laos, oi in 
Czechoslovakia.

In  no case has it ordered any such forces into action under article 
42, nor have any such forces been put at its disposal under article 43
agreements. . . . . .

I do not want to imply tha t U.N. peacekeeping in disputes  involving 
the superpowers is out of the question. On the contrary, durin g the 
Cuba missile crisis of 1962, the Secretary General was prepared, if 
requested by the Soviet Union and the United States, to obseixe com
pliance with the agreement on missiles.
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This was an important matter to the  United States, and Khrushchev 
indicated a willingness to agree. However, Cuba refused to go along,, 
and other methods of verification were used.

Nor I migh t add parenthetically, should one rule out the  possibility 
of a U.N. involvement, if there is a truce or armistice agreement in 
Vietnam—if the other  side is willing—for such things  as observing 
the truce, or observing elections.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the record of these U.N. actions over the past 
two decades shows tha t United  Nations peacekeeping, as d istinct from 
enforcement action, has been prim arily  an auxi liary  to political meas- r
ures. An extension of political action to contain conflict and to set the 
stage for peaceful settlement.

The U.N.’s purpose has not been to apply military force in the 
classic sense of coercing the  parties to submit to its  will. I t has r ather *
been to install a pol itical presence which carries out certain ancillary  
police duties.

The late Adlai Stevenson put  it in a nutshel l in an article for 
McCall's in 1964, entitled “No Mission But Peace; No Enemy But 
War.”

Its  essential funct ion is far  more political than  m ilitary . From th is 
fact, a number of consequences follow. Fir st,  the mandate of a peace
keeping force must be compatible with the national security interests  
of the countries concerned, and of the t roop-contr ibuting countries.

Second, the consent of the host government or governments, on 
whose soil this force is to be stationed, is deemed necessary for the 
entry of the force.

Third, the  force should not resort to any violence beyond what  may 
be essential to defend itself, and to carry out its essentially politica l 
mission.

Finally, all principal parties to the conflict must be willing to 
cooperate with the force.

This last point is vividly demonstrated by the recent surge of vio
lence and violations o f the UAR-Israel  ceasefire. Peacekeeping opera
tions can’t stop the parties from fighting, i f they are absolutely deter
mined to fight, but  where there is a willingness to observe a ceasefire,
U.N. forces or  observers can give each side reassurance th at the o ther 
side is also being observed for honest performance.

Among the major powers, the United  States  has been the most con
sistent suppor ter of U.N. peacekeeping. Though our support has 
usually been crucial, it is equally true tha t these operations were made 
possible only through the support of middle powers who were pre- *
pared to provide personnel and financing—such countries as Canada,
Brazil, Ethiopia, India, Yugoslavia, Irela nd, and the Scandinavian 
countries, to name a few.

For  more than 20 years the Soviet Union asserted th at there was no 
such thing as voluntary peacekeeping. That is the article 42 type of 
action.

In practice, they have been more realis tic ; they have supported or 
acquiesced in vi rtua lly all peacekeeping operations—although they re
fused to pay the assessments for the Congo and UN EF—thus bringing 
on the article 19 crisis of 1964-65—and, along with France , have 
insisted tha t the Cyprus operation be financed by voluntary 
contributions.
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CU RRE NT NEG OT IA TI ON S

Of  late, there  have been some hints th at  the  Sov iets  migh t be pr e
pa red t o b ring  th ei r p osi tion m ore into line  w ith  th e rea liti es of tod ay 's 
wor ld. They hav e shown some signs  of bein g w ill ing to  neg otiate  gu ide
lines fo r fu tu re  peacekeep ing  ope rat ion s. Th is has  been the  bas is of 
nego tia tio ns  in a wo rking  grou p of eig ht  at  the Uni ted Na tions as 
well as inform al discussions between the  S oviets  an d ourse lves.

Some que stio n has  been raised  by othe r countries conce rning our 
< disc ussions  wi th the  Soviets.  These sho uld  be seen in th ei r pr op er

con text.
Our  firs t efforts  af te r the ar tic le 19 crisis in 1964 a nd  1965 were to 

wor k with  th e smaller and med ium-sized countrie s on beha lf of peace-
* keep ing  pr inc iples  supp or ted by a major ity  of  U.N . members bu t 

st ro ng ly  opposed by the  Sovie ts.
Ho wever , there was lit tle  ap pa re nt  will  am ong the  sm all er and 

med ium -siz ed cou ntr ies  to br ing the issue to a head a ga inst the  str ong 
opposit ion  of the Soviets.  More a nd  mo re th ey sig na led  th at  th e U ni ted 
St ates  sh ould at tempt  to  wo rk out  some sort  o f u nd er stan ding  with  the 
Sovie t Un ion , wi thou t sac rifi cing the  pr inc iples  which  the  m ajor ity  
con sidered essentia l.

I t  was with  th is backgro und an d wi th the  hint s of  some flex ibil ity 
in the  Sov iet at tit ud e th at  we beg an a lit tle  m ore  th an  a  ye ar  ago  the  
disc ussions  w hich are sti ll in progres s.

Bo th  in  th e Comm ittee on Pea cek eep ing  an d in  our  in fo rm al  d iscus
sions  with  the  Soviets,  we ha ve tri ed  to set asid e to the  g reates t ex ten t 
poss ible any dis putes  o ver  c ha rte r in te rp re ta tio n whose solution is n ot 
esse ntia l to  progress.

For exa mple, alt ho ug h we continue to belie ve in the res idu al au 
th or ity of  the Gener al Assemb ly to  au tho riz e vo luntary pea cekeep ing  
op erati on s in situa tio ns  where  the Se curity Cou nci l is unable to act,  
th e U.S.S.R . sti ll does n ot  accept th is  p rin ciple;  so we agree d to beg in 
discussion s on gui del ines fo r opera tions  au tho riz ed  by the Se cu rity 
Council .

Of c ourse, we ha ve alw ays held  to the ch ar te r pr inciple (a rt ic le  24) 
th at  the Se cu rity Council  has pr im ar y res ponsibi lity fo r maintaining  

« peac e an d securi ty.
Moreov er, it is obvious ly a less unwie ldy  b ody  t ha n the  Gen era l As 

semb ly of  126 members.  Nev ertheles s, we would  no t foreclose com
ple tely a new resort  to the  Ge neral  A ssem bly— as in the  M idd le Eas t

•  in 1956—if  in a dangero us sit ua tio n the  Se cu rity Cou nci l were again  
sta lem ate d by a veto.

Pe rh ap s the  m ost complex  p art  o f our discussions has concerne d the  
ad min is tra tio n of  pea cekeep ing  opera tion s. Here we have det erm ine d 
no t to  be rigi d or  do ct rin ai re  abou t any pa rt ic ul ar  fo rm ula  or  set of 
pro posal s. In ste ad , we hav e he ld to the view th at  th e pro ced ure s m ust  
be bo th pol iti ca lly  rea lis tic  and o pe rat ion all y prac tic al.

They m ust t ake acc ount of  th e i nteres t o f a ll p ar tie s c on ce rned ; the y 
mu st be im pa rti al  in bo th  in te nt  an d ap pl icat ion;  and they  mu st be 
calcu lat ed  to induce  the coopera tion of  c onten din g pa rti es , as well  as 
those sta tes  on whom the op erat ion mu st depen d fo r ma npow er and 
fun ds.



This means, first and foremost, an acceptable and workable balance 
of responsibilities between the Security Council and the Secretary 
General. The Security Council has  ultimate authority  over such op
erations. We believe the Council should have the authority  to author
ize the operation, determine the key provisions of its mandate, and 
exercise broad political supervision over it.

The Soviets, however, have advocated extending the authority of 
the Security Council to encompass operational  decisions—for example, 
the size and composition of the force, designation of the commander— 
as well as the determination of the method of financing.

The key point of our discussions focuses on where to draw the line 
of operational  responsibil ity so as to take account of both political and 
operational necessities.

In  our view, the Security Council has a legitimate interest in assur
ing political responsiveness, but  effective management requires that 
the executive authority of the  Secretary  General not be impaired.

If  the Soviets were to insist on having the Security Council make all 
operational decisions, we would have a vehicle with a weak motor, 
powerful brakes, and many hands on the steering wheel. I t just would 
not work effectively.

Quite frankly , Mr. Chairman, we do not know how successful our 
current efforts will be. We have endeavored to reexamine all elements 
of our position carefu lly, to preserve the elements on which an effec
tive U.N. peacekeeping capabili ty depends, but to eliminate any un
necessary obstacles to agreement and to negotiate in a businesslike 
manner.

The other side has also been businesslike in its approach. The 
question is whether they can show an equal degree of flexibility so 
tha t we may arr ive at agreed guidelines.

A second essential is to assure tha t personnel and facilities for any 
peacekeeping force are available and ready on short notice. To this 
end we have advocated tha t member countries be encouraged to ear
mark in advance military  personnel and facilities for use in the United 
Nations peacekeeping operations.

We have given assurance tha t the United States itsel f will continue 
to help provide logistical supp ort when requested. We are also p re
pared to cooperate in joint measures to strengthen the earmarking 
system.

The th ird  key problem is financing. While the observers in Kashmir 
and the Middle East  are financed on a basis of collective responsibil
ity in the United Nations budget,  the large r operation on Cyprus 
depends on voluntary contributions—a system which is inequitable 
and undependable.

Although 52 countries, including two nonmembers of the United 
Nations, have contributed to U NF ICYP  since its inception, currently 
such contributions a re being made by only 19 countries out of a tota l 
membership of 126.

Among the  la rger members, the most notable omissions are France 
and the Soviet Union. This is obviously not in  accord with the princ i
ple of collective responsibil ity of members. Moreover, it is hardly  
dignified for the Secretary General to have to go hat in hand to gov
ernments in order to carry out an operation to keep the peace.
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Fina lly, there is curren tly an estimated deficit of some $7,500,000. 
This is a cumulative deficit since operations began in 1964. As of 
December 15,1969, the total cost estimates to be covered by the United 
Nations were approximately $110 million and total pledges and other 
income approximately $102,500,000.

The United States has pledged $46 million and other governments 
$56 million. However, because of our “40-percent princ iple,” we have 
actually  paid in only $40 million. The balance of our pledge will be 
forthcoming as others make payments on their pledges.

Offhand, i t would a ppea r th at the United States is paving a dispro
portionate share of the Cyprus costs. Certainly,  it would be better if 
the financing could be assured on a scale of apport ionment where our 
share might be 40 percent or less.

Mr. Gallagher. Excuse me, Ambassador. Does any of that  come 
out of the proceeds of the bond issue ?

Ambassador F inger. No, Mr. Chairman. The bonds financed some 
of the costs of UN EF and the Congo operation, but from the begin
ning, the Cyprus operation has been financed by voluntary contribu
tions o f governments.

Yet, Mr. Chairman, i f there were a question as to whether the oper
ation should have been undertaken a t all in the absence of a firm com
mitment to collective financial responsibility, I  think the answer must 
be a resounding yes in terms o f the U.S. nationa l interest.

There is substant ial reason to believe tha t war might have broken 
out between Turkey and Greece in the fall of 1967 had there not been 
a U.N. force on the island. Compared to the cost to our national inte r
est and the importance of peace and stabil ity in the eastern Mediter
ranean, the expense involved in U NF ICYP  is relatively  small.

One other point must be mentioned in o rder to keep this  m atter  of  
financing in perspective. In  add ition to the costs of U NF ICYP  which 
are met by the United Nations fund 1 have just discussed, a substant ial 
financial burden has also been borne by nine of the  governments which 
have provided mi litary or police contingents. These governments have 
themselves assumed a substan tial share of the costs of such 
contingents.

From the inception of UN FICY P throu gh December 1969, these 
absorbed costs total about $29 million. Taking into account both  cate
gories of contributions—that  is the direct contributions to the U.N. 
fund—and costs absorbed by those providing  military and police per
sonnel, the United States  has pledged or furnished roughly one-third  
of the total costs of UN FIC YP .

In  a sense, these “good peacekeepers” who provide personnel for 
U.N. operations are making a substantial sacrifice on behalf of world 
peace, which benefits all members of the United Nations.

They are like the volunteer firemen in my home community who 
bear far more than thei r share in order to pro tect the community as a 
whole. They go on doing it both because of a sense of service and be
cause the community would be much more dangerous if nobody picked 
up the load. We all owe a grea t debt to those nations.

This br ings me to two conclusions: F irst , the  United States, like the 
good peacekeepers, should str ive for collective financial responsibility, 
but should not count the pennies too closely in cases where our na
tional interest  in world peace are involved.
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Second, we must continue to make every effort to build a system of reliable financing so that the burden may be equitably shared.
But it behooves the United States to gear its policy, not to the actions of those members whose backward think ing has caused them to withhold thei r full support, but, rather , to the actions of those countries without whose support U.N. peacekeeping would not have been possible and without which the world would be a much more dangerous place.
For  it is in the nationa l interest of all countries, and not just  the United States and the good peacekeepers, that  peace be maintained. It  is in the interest of all countries tha t conflicts and violence be restrained by multila teral action rather than unilateral involvement, wherever possible.
One idea for provid ing a more solid financial foundation for U.N. peacekeeping has been advanced by a UNA-U.S. national policy panel on multilateral alterna tives to unilatera l intervention, chaired by Kingman Brewster. In  its repor t entitled “Controlling Conflicts in the 1970’s,” the panel recommends that  a $G0 million United Na

tions Peace Fund be established through volunta ry governmental contributions.
Such a fund would be designed as a supplement to financing through normal apportionment procedures, not as a substitute ; it is impor tant to maintain the princ iple among U.N. members tha t keeping the peace is everybody’s business—a principle to be implemented, to the maximum extent feasible, throu gh collective financial responsibility.
I believe that  such a plan, with proper safeguards on release of funds, could be a significant factor  in  s trengthening U.N. peacekeeping.
AV e in the United States  are coming more and more to realize the great cost of restraining aggression and violence unilaterally . We must transla te tha t realization into a continued determination to support U.N. peacekeeping, throu gh which many nations share the responsibilities and costs of keeping the peace.
We must never let the laggards determine the pace and call the shots on matters which are vital to the nat ional interest of the United States and, indeed, of every country which believes that peace should be maintained pr imar ily th rough  the multilateral efforts of the United Nations.
My chief, Ambassador Charles AV. Yost, who has been most distin guished both as a diplomat and as a scholar in this field, put the matter most cogently when he testified before you last  week. He said :
Many will tell you tha t thi s may be true  in theory but that  i t is Utopian to expect, the United Nations in our lifet ime to play  any such role. My answer  would be tha t i t is even more Utopian to expect n ations to ach ieve secur ity by un ila teral national  means under modern circumstances.
It  may not be a s long as we thin k before peoples and governments at  la st  begin to realize tha t, in this more and more tigh tly kni t and explosive  modern world, the real inte rest s of a ll are  so bound together that  those of one nat ion cannot be served without all being served, that  those  of one nat ion cannot be imperiled without a ll being imperiled.
To apply this truism to ourselves, I continue to believe, as did those Americans who took part in dra fting  and rati fying the United Nat ions  Charter , th at  its effective applica tion would serve the  intere sts  of all peoples, but perhaps most of all those of the  United  Sta tes whose inte res ts are  so far-flung.
I would like to conclude my oral remarks, Mr. Chairman, by quoting from the two eminent Congressmen who contributed so much to
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our delegation’s work at the 24th session of the General Assembly, 
Dante Fascell and Irv ing  Whalley, and who have made a fur ther  
contribution in their  candid and penetra ting  report entitled “To 
Save Succeeding Generations.” Af ter  a frank appraisal of its shor t
comings, they say:

The United Nations, whatever its flaws, remains the embodiment of man’s 
unending quest for peace with justice  and opportunity for a better life for all 
men.

As such, it  is the best, and perhaps the only real instrument  which the interna- 
tional community of nat ions has at its disposal today to seek the achievement 
of those lofty goals.

And they a sk :
What needs to be done to make the United Nations a more effective, dynamic

* instrument  for solving the  problems which crowd upon us—and make this decade 
the beginning of a new and better era?

What can, and should, the U.S. Government do ?
I hope tha t our discussion today may contribute in some way to the 

search for answers to these two key questions.
Mr. Gallagher. Thank you very much, Ambassador Finger.
Wha t we would like to do is to proceed with the other opening 

statements. Then we will ask questions at the end of your presentations.
Mr. Johnson.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH E. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, CARNEGIE 
ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE

Mr. J ohnson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
It  is for me also an honor to be tes tifying before your subcommittee, 

and it is also an honor and privilege  to  be te stify ing in the company 
of two old friends and colleagues. I was a colleague of Ambassador 
Finger ’s on the delegation to the 24th General Assembly, and Mr. 
Bloomfield and I have been colleagues for so long, in one way or 
another, that I have kind of fo rgotten where it all began.

Sir, I should like, i f I  may, for  the record, to make a statement. As 
you are aware, foundation officials have certain restrictions put on 
them recently by an act passed by the Congress, and we are not quite

1 sure what these restrictions are.
I, therefore, wish to have it in the record here that  I testified here 

having  been formally invited by you, and tha t what I am saying are 
the views of Joseph  Johnson,  and not of the Carnegie Endowment fo r

* Inte rnat iona l Peace.
Mr. Gallagher. I f you would like to make a few suggestions on tha t 

legislation, it could broaden the scope of our hearings.
Mr. J ohnson. Sir, 1 shall pass over some of the things  that appear 

in the beginning  of my prepa red statement, and proceed to express, 
to stale, first of all, tha t my own interest in the United Nations, which 
goes back to the Dumbarton Oaks conversations in 1944, has focused 
from the beginning almost entirely on politica l and security issues. 
I am only marginally familiar  with social and economic and other 
questions, which today form such a large par t of the work of the 
United  Nations. Within the field of what the U.N. Charter calls the 
“maintenanec of inte rnational peace and security”, I have had a good 
deal to do, both officially and privately as head of a foundat ion
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concerned with peace, w ith both peacekeeping and arms control, and 
I should like to address myself specifically to those two subjects.

As the subcommitee is well aware, the phrase “peacekeeping” 
appears nowhere in the Char ter of the United Nations. The concept 
itself, which has loomed so large in U.N. affairs for nearly 15 years, 
was not even adumbrated in the charter, largely for the reasons that 
Ambassador F inge r has just suggested.

What is interes ting to me is tha t nowadays, since the peaceful 
settlement of disputes is the subject matter of chapter 6 of the charter,  
and enforcement action tha t of chapter 7, and as peacekeeping appears 
to fall somewhere in between, we sometimes refer to it as falling under 
“chapter 6 ^ ” of the charter.

I shall say very little about past actions in this  field. Ambassador 
Finger has already said something on the subject, and I believe Pro
fessor Bloomfield may want to say some more about this, too ; more
over, it seems to me th at much useful information is contained in the 
pamphlet to which Ambassador Fing er referred, “Controlling Con
flicts in the 1970’s,” a copy of which I have here, the  report of a panel 
on which both Professor  Bloomfield and I served last year.

I should like to proceed by making a few specific points, rather 
briefly.

Firs t, when we ta lk of peacekeeping, we must recognize tha t we are 
concerned with disputes or conflicts that  do not involve directly ei ther 
of the superpowers.

I wrote that statement before I  heard Ambassador Finger . I think 
my statement is st ill generally true. It  is only margina lly, and only 
very tentatively, I  believe, tha t one can consider the  use of peacekeep
ing machinery in such a situation  as th at afte r the end of the Cuban 
missile crisis to which he referred.

Secondly, we must assume, unhappily, that conflicts to which peace
keeping might apply will continue to be of internationa l concern 
throughout the next decade.

Given the nature of our modern international system—and this is 
the third  point—including both interdependence and speedy commu
nications, what  I  like to call “instant interdependence,” any time an 
international conflict heats up, all or a considerable par t of the rest 
of the  world will feel a compulsion to do something about it. And in 
most cases, the question will quickly arise as to whether the matter 
should be brought before the Uni ted Nat ions, and if  so, how.

Moreover, there is reason to believe tha t a substantial number of 
what are initially  internal conflicts, and what sometimes remain inte r
nal conflicts, such as the recent one in Niger ia, will att rac t world pub
lic attent ion, with, in  almost every case, some persons or governments 
calling for internationa l action at either the regional or the world 
level.

Fourth, because o f a number of changes in positions and attitudes 
of governments, both of the superpowers and of other countries, the 
old approaches to peacekeeping will no longer wrnrk as well as thev 
have in the past.

Five, there is, therefore,  need to reexamine the role and methods of 
peacekeeping decisions, to see i f we can’t work out  ways to do the job 
more efficiently.
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Six, even at present, with its evident weaknesses, the U.N. is s till 
probably the best instrument for peacekeeping, regional agencies not 
yet having shown as great a capacity as they  may in time be able to 
develop, and unila teral  action being of increasingly dubious value.

Seven, on deciding on any peacekeeping action whether unilatera l, 
regional or under U.N. auspices, it is essential to recognize the rela 
tionship between peacekeeping and peaceful settlement of disputes.

The purpose of peacekeeping is not to bring  about a settlement of a 
dispute, but only to  prevent or stop the fighting and keep it stopped. 
Some people believe th at peacekeeping does or may even prevent or 
delay the settlement  of disputes. There is much to be said for this  
position, since often both sides find it to thei r advantage to allow the 
dispute to go unsettled , even at the cost of continued tensions and 
the danger  of the outbreak of further hostilities.

Moreover, once the fighting ceases, and the issue vanishes from 
the front page of the world’s newspapers and from the world' s tele
vision screens, the internationa l community appears content to sink 
back with relief and no t press for  settlement.

On the other hand, I doubt whether it could be conclusively demon
strated that  a decision not to undertake  a peacekeeping operation in a 
part icular situation would lead to an ear lier and more generally satis 
factory settlement of the dispute.

Wha t is important is that the international  community recognize 
tha t the establishment of peacekeeping machinery does not remove 
the obliga tion to pursue the  search for a peaceful settlement.

Eight, on balance, I remain convinced th at peacekeeping will con
tinue to be used and tha t therefore, it is im portant to t ry to improve 
this tool, and that the time is now.

Nine, “Controlling  Conflicts in the 1970's” was issued about 10 
months ago. Since th at time, some small, but not insignificant, prog
ress has been made on the internationa l front, and I wish to record 
my own hope tha t more progress will be made between now and the 
next meeting of the General Assembly.

As Ambassador Finger  has pointed out, the General Assembly’s 
Committee of 33, established five years ago, which accomplished very 
little  in its first few years, has now set up  a working group of eight 
countries that meets in private to develop more effective peacekeeping 
machinery.

As the Ambassador has also pointed out, the  United States  and the 
Soviet Union have shown substantial interest in try ing  to overcome 
their  differences.

What impresses me is tha t the meetings are now taking place in 
private,  and in these priva te meetings, delegates do not feel they have 
to make extensive statements for the record, do not—as so frequently  
happens in public meetings in the internationa l forum—shout over 
each other’s shoulders in order to make a point without communicat 
ing, do not engage in the dialogue of the deaf tha t was so common in 
the United Nations when I was there first, 25 years ago, but are 
willing to sit down and explore quietly the issues that separate  them.

If  this process which Ambassador F inge r has described in some de
tail can be continued vigorously and with goodwill, I believe that it 
may be possible to achieve the first solid and durable progress since the 
Charter was signed in June , 1945, in improving the ability of the
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U.N. to carry  out its responsibility  for the maintenance of interna
tional peace and security.

I turn now, sir, in th is introductory statement, to the subject of arms 
control—a phrase which I  much prefer  to the word “disarmam ent.”

“Disarmament” has always seemed to me to be a confusing and even 
misleading word. I  don’t believe it  is a realis tic goal, and I even have 
serious doubts as to whether what is called general and complete dis
armament is desirable in a world of sovereign powers.

Incidental ly, some of my friends  wonder how I got to be the head 
of a peace organization.

Arms control, arms limitations-----  <
Mr. Gallagher. By being realistic about it.
Mr. J ohnson. I hope so.
Arms control, arms limitation, arms regulation—the word “ regula 

tion” is used in the char ter—all these seem to be much more useful *
expressions, because they envisage much more manageable goals; I 
was therefore interested when I was talk ing about this subject the 
other day with a friend of mine who is very active in discussions at 
the priva te level with Soviet individuals in this field of arms control 
limitat ion, to learn that  the phrase “arms limitation ” is much more 
acceptable to the Russians than “arm control.” The word “control” 
evokes in thei r minds recollections of the Baruch plan, the whole 
procedure for an enormous international machinery which would 
invade sovereignty, and things of that  kind, and they therefore prefer 
to use the phrase “arms limitation.”

It  may be worth no ting tha t the expectation, at least on the part of 
the United States, at the San Francisco Conference, was tha t even regu
lation of armaments would not have p riori ty, but would come about 
only aft er provision had been made under ar ticle 43 of the chart er for 
armed forces to be available to the Security Council.

In short, arms, and more part icularly, the knowledge of fission and 
fusion tha t makes it possible to produce nuclear  arms, are here to 
stay, and negotiations in whatever forum should focus no t on aboli
tion but on control, and hopefully, on reduction.

With  respect to the role of the U.N. in arms control, I believe th at 
it should be limited. Obviously, the Assembly has under a rticle 11 of 
the charter the a uthority to consider “the principles covering disarm a
ment and the regulat ion of armaments,” and equally obviously, the 
Security Council has responsibilities in this field.

Moreover, I believe it important tha t the U.N. should be kept fully 
informed of progress, or lack of progress, in the field of arms control, 
and that hopefully, it should endorse agreements in this field. .

It  is desirable, too, th at  the relevant section of the U.N. Secre tariat  
should give as much help as possible.

But the actual negotiations require a very high degree of expertise 
which is not likely to be sufficiently available to all delegations in the 
General Assembly, and moreover, there is a danger that arms negotia
tions may get fouled up in the horse tradin g tha t is characteristic of 
the Assembly, and several of you gentlemen have been on the Assembly 
delegations, and are aware tha t there is such horse trading.

As for the Security Council again it seems to me th at negotiations 
are bet ter conducted by a body th at includes expert representatives of 
all those governments that  need to be brought in to the picture, if nego
tiations are to be successful, and does not necessarily have to include
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representatives of governments tha t do not have much to contribu te 
to this aspect of the maintenance of internationa l peace and security.

There are now delegations or governments which are represented on 
the Security Council that I think could not contribute  a great deal in 
this field at the present time.

Actually , most governments have recognized some of the above con
siderations for years. I take it tha t considerations of this kind led to 
the creation of the 10-Nation Committee on Disarmament in 1959.

The present Committee, called the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament, also reflects another fact basic to arms control negotia- 

< tions, the preponderance of  the superpowers—a preponderance tha t is
recognized by the fact that the Soviet and American representatives 
are cochairmen of the Committee. The U.N. role is limited to the p ro
vision of secretarial  staff and to the requirement tha t the General 

* Assembly receive reports from the Committee.
Even the Committee is not the appropria te forum for discussion of 

some problems, as has been recognized by what  I  take to be a general, 
if sometimes grudging,  acceptance of the fact that  stra tegic arms lim i
tations  ta lks (SA LT) must be the responsibility  of the superpowers.

Almost all the emphasis in arms control negotiations in recent years 
has been on the control of nuclear  weapons and strategic  systems, with 
littl e thought given to so-called conventional armaments, and yet, 
these are the arms tha t have been used in all of the conflicts since 
World  War I I.

I do not feel in a position to express an opinion on whether there 
should be active negotiation for the limitat ion of conventional arma
ments, but I am convinced tha t much more serious at tention needs to 
be given by the world th an has so far been the case to the problem of  
the inte rnational traffic in arms.

We have recently had several rath er notorious instances of the 
impact of the uncontrolled  traffic in arms upon interna tional  peace 
and security.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, again I  should like to make a very few 
very brief points. I don’t th ink it would be safe for me as a man, most 
of whose future is behind him, to look much fur the r ahead than the 
next 10 year. Others may try  25 years, or the year 2000, or whatever 
it may be—not I.

First, I think  we must emphasize that  the need for internationa l 
machinery to manage the affairs of this lonely globe of ours is grea ter 
today than  it was a quarter of a century ago, and it will continue to 

e  increase.
Second, the U.N. is fa r from a perfect instrument for the advance

ment of interna tional  peace and security in the eighth decade of the 
20th century, but it is unlikely that  in this  era of increasing national
ism there will be any significant modifications of the charter.

3. Experience since World W ar I I suggests to me that if the United 
Nations did not exist, we should be seeking to create something like it 
and would probably not be able to bring into being as flexible an in
strument as the U.N. Charter.

4. The United  Nations is probably not going to regain the position 
it had in the 1940's in the field of arms control—for reasons that are 
not the fault  of the char ter or o f the United  Nations as an organiza
tion, but rather stem from the realities of interna tional  life.



84

5. There is, I  believe, a real possibility tha t long before this decade 
is over there will be more effective machinery for peacekeeping. And 
I also hope, although with less opt imism, tha t the U.N. will, by 1980, 
have greater capacity and great util ity for the peaceful settlement of 
disputes.

6. Lastly, the United Nations is not independent of its members
with powers ap art  from those they are prepared to give it. As former 
Secretary of State Acheson has writt en, “This idea * * * that  the 
United Nations was and should be something different from its mem
bers and could assume responsibility without  power has been a curi
ously persistent one.” *

The United Nations is based on the sovereignty of states and if it 
were to be replaced by any organization tha t, too, would probably 
have to be similarly founded.

The result is, as Congressmen Fascell and Whalley have said in 
their  report to the Committee on Fore ign Affairs released earlier this  
month, the U.N. is a mirror. Sometimes it is a distorted mirror, but 
it remains a mirror of the state of in ternat ional relations and of inter
national society and for tha t reason we citizens of this globe, from 
whatever country we may come, should not blame it  fo r its  faults and 
failures, but look to ourselves.

Thank you.
(The complete statement of Mr. Johnson follows:)

Statement by J oseph E. J ohnson

My name is Joseph E. Johnson. I am very honored to have been invited to 
testify before tins Sub-Committee about the United Nations as we move into 
the Organization’s 25th year. I have been, since 1950, President of the Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace with headquarter s in New York City, 
but the views I express here are my own views as an individual. The Endow
ment as an organization does not take stands on public issues.

I have been involved in m atters  relating to the United Nations for more than 
twenty-five years, having attended the Dumbarton Oaks conversations and the 
San Francisco Conference at which the Charter wTas written, and having been 
on the staff of the US Delegations to the sessions of the General Assembly and 
the Security Council in 1946. Furthermore,  a large par t of my work at the 
Endowment is concerned with the problems of international organization in 
general, with special emphasis on the United Nations. In the autumn of 1969 
I had the honor to serve, by Presidential appointment and with the confirma
tion of the Senate, as an Alternate Delegate to the 24th General Assembly. 4My interest in the United Nations has from the beginning focused largely on 
political and security issues. I am only marginally familiar with economic and 
social and other questions which form today such a large par t of the work of 
the UN. Within the field of what  the UN Charter calls the “maintenance of 
international peace and security” I have had much to do with questions of arms •
control and disarmament and problems of peace-keeping (for about 18 months in 
1960-63 I was the Special Representative of the United Nations Conciliation 
Commission for Palestine, charged with seeking means of making progress on 
the question of the Palestine Arab refugees. Although, of course, thi s assignment 
had wider aspects, it could be considered as primarily  re lating  to peace-keeping.)

I should like to address myself to peace-keeping and to arms control.
As the Committee is well aware, the phrase peace-keeping appears nowhere in 

the Charter of the United Nations. The concept itself, which has loomed so large 
in United Nations affairs for nearly 15 years, was not even adumbra ted in the 
Charter, but, as the peaceful settlement of disputes is the subject matter of 
Chapter 6 of the Charter  and enforcement action tha t of Chapter 7, and as peace
keeping appears to fa ll somewhere between, it is sometimes referred to as  falling 
under “Chapter 6%”.

I shall say very li ttle about past actions by the United Nations, believing that 
Professor Bloomfield may wish to cover th is and hoping tha t whether he does or
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Con flic ts in  the 1970’s, a report of a Nat iona l Pol icy  Pan el establish ed by the United Nations Asso ciat ion of the USA . Profe ssor  Bloomfie ld and I were both members of tha t panel, the chairm an of which  wras Pres iden t Kin gman R.  Brewster, Jr . of Ya le  University , and I strongly endorse its conclusions.I believe I can best proceed by maki ng a few specific points, each rela tive ly briefly .1. When we tal k of peace-keeping, we must recognize tha t we are concerned with  disputes or conflicts tha t do not involve dir ectly  eithe r of the superpowers.2. We must assume, unhappily , that conflic ts to which  peace-keeping migh t apply  wil l continue to be of inter natio nal concern throughout  the next decade.3. Give n the natu re of our modern inte rnationa l system,  including inter-m dependence and speedy communications (what I like to c all “ins tant  interdependence” ), any time an inte rnat iona l conflict heats up, all , or a considerable  part  of the rest of the world wil l fee l a compulsion to do something about it, and in most cases the question wil l quickly arise as to whether  the matte r should be brough t before the Unit ed Nations and, if  so, how. Moreover,  there is reason to* believe that  a sub stan tial number of what are initiall y internal  conflicts, such asthe recent one in Nig eria , wil l att rac t world public  atten tion,  with , in almost every case, some persons or governments call ing for inte rnation al action at either the regional or world level.4. Because of a number of changes  in positions and attit udes of governments, both of  the superpowers and of other countries , the old approaches  to peacekeeping  wil l no longer  work as well as they have in the past.5. There is, therefore, need to reexamin e the role and methods of peace-keeping decisions to see i f we can’t work out ways to do the job more eflBciently.

6. Even at  p resent with its evident weaknesses in this  field, the Unit ed Nations  is sti ll probably the best instru ment  for peace-keeping, regional agencies not yet hav ing  shown as great  a capa city  as they may in time be able to develop, and uni late ral action being of incr easi ngly  dubious value.7. On decidin g on any peace-keeping action,  whether unil ate ral,  region al or under United Nat ions  auspic es, it is essential to recognize the relat ionship between peace-keeping and peace ful settlement. The purpose of peace-keeping is not to bring about a settlement of a dispute, but only to prevent or stop the figh ting and keep it stopped. Some people believe that  peace-keeping does or may prevent the settlem ent of a dispute. There is much to be said for  this position since often both sides find it to their advantage  to allow the dispute to go unsettled, even at the cost of continued tension and the danger of the outbreak of fur the r hos tility. Moreover, once the fighting  ceases and the issue vanishe s from the front pages of the world’s newspapers and from the world ’s television screens, the inte rnationa l community appears content to sink back with reli ef and not press for  settlement.  On the other hand,  I doubt whether  it could be conclusively demonstrated tha t a decision not to undertake a peace-keeping operation would lead to an earl ier and more generally  sati sfac tory  settlement of a given dispute. Wh at is important is that  the inte rnationa l community recognize tha t the establi shmen t of peace-keeping machinery does not remove the obliga -
p  tion to pursue the searc h for a peacef ul settlement.8. On balanc e, I remain convinced that  peace-keeping will  continue to be used and that , therefore, it is important to try to improve this tool, and that  the time is now.« 9. Control ling Conf licts  in the 1970’s was issued about ten months ago. Sincetha t time some smal l, but not insign ifican t, progress has been made on the inte rnati onal front and I wish to record my own hope t hat more progress will be made between now and the next  meeting  of the Gene ral Assembly. As  Ambassado r Fin ger  has pointed out, the Gen eral  Assemb ly’s Committee of 33, establ ished five year s ago, w’hich accomplished very litt le in its first few years , has now set up a work ing group of eigh t countries that  meets in private  to try to develop more effec tive peace-keeping machinery . Moreover, the Unite d States and the U SS R  have  shown subs tantial interest in tryin g to overcome their  differences . In the priv ate meetings delegates do not feel  they have to make exten sive stateme nts for the record, but are wil ling  to sit down and explore quiet ly the issues that  separa te them. I f  this process can be continued vigorously and with good wi ll. I believe that  it may be possible to achieve the first solid and durable  progress since the Cha rter was signed in June  1945, in improving the abili ty of the United Nat ions  to carry out its responsibility for the mainten ance of inte rnationa l peace and securi ty.



I have del iber ately employed the  phrase  “arm s control”. I have long disliked the word “dis arm ament”. It  is confusing and  even misleading. I do not believe that  disa rmamen t is a rea list ic goal and I even have  serious doub ts as to w hether what is called  “gene ral and complete disarm am ent” is desirable  in a world of sovereign powers.  Arms control, arms limitat ion , arms regu lation—the word “reg ula tion ” is used in the UN Ch art er—all these seem to me to be much more useful ex pressions  because they  envisage more manageable goals.It  may be worth noting that  the  expecta tion, at  least of the United States, at  the time of the  San Franc isco Conference was th at  even regulat ion of a rmamen ts would not have prio rity , but would come about only af ter provis ion had been made unde r Article 43 of the  Ch arter for  armed forces to be made ava ilab le to the Secur ity Council.
In short , arms, and, more partic ula rly , the knowledge of fission th at  makes it possible to produce nuclear arms, are  here to stay and nego tiatio ns in whatever forum should focus  not on abolition but  on control and, hopeful ly, on reduct ion.With respect  to the role of the United N ations in arms control, I believe that  it should be a limited one. Obviously the  Assembly has under Article 11 of the Charter the autho rity to consider “the principles covering disa rma ment and the regulation  of arm aments” and, equal ly obviously, the Security Council has responsibilities  in thi s field. Moreover, I believe it imp ortant  that  the United Nations shall be kept fully informed of progress—and lack of progress—in the field of arm s control  and tha t, hopeful ly, it should endorse agree ments in the field. I t is desirable too that  the rele van t section  of the UN Secre tar iat should give as much help as possible.
But the actual  negot iations require  a very high degree of experti se which is not likely to be sufficiently availab le to all  delega tions  in the  General Assembly and, moreover, the re is a danger that  a rms  nego tiatio ns may get fouled up in the horse trading that  is charact eristic  of the Assembly. As for the Security Council, again it seems to me that  nego tiatio ns are be tte r conducted by a body that  includes expert represe ntat ives  of those governments that  need to be brought into the pictu re if negot iations are  to be successful.
Actually, most governments have recognized some of the above cons idera tions  for some time. I take it th at  considerations of this  kind led to the crea tion  of the Ten-Nat ion Committee  on Disarmame nt in 1959. The present Committee, called the Conference of the Committee on Disa rmament, also reflects ano ther  fac t basic to the arms contro l negotiations, the preponderance  of the  super powers—a preponderance that  is recognized by the fac t that  the Soviet and American represe ntat ives  a re  co-cha irmen of the Committee. The United Nat ions’ role is limited to the provision of sec retarial staff  and to the  re quireme nt that  the General Assembly receive reports  from the Committee.
Even the CCD is not the app ropriate forum for discussion of some problems, as has  been recognized by wh at I take to be a genera l, if sometimes grudging, accep tance of th e fac t that  s tra teg ic arm s limitat ion  talks (SALT) must be the responsibil ity of th e super powers.
Almost all the  emphas is in arms control negotiations in recent years has  been on the contro l of nuclear weapons and  stra tegic systems, with  lit tle  thought given to so-called “conventiona l” armame nts. And yet these are the  arm s that  have been used in all of the  conflicts since World  War II. I do not now feel in a position to express an opinion on wheth er the re should be act ive nego tiatio n for the limi tation of conventional armame nts,  but  I am convinced th at  much more serious atte ntion needs to be given by the  world than has so f ar  been the case, to the problem of the  internatio nal  traffic in arms. We have  very recently  had several ra ther  notorious instances of the  impact of the  uncontrol led traffic in arms  upon int ern ational peace and  secur ity.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen, looking ahead to the next  decade—it  would be presumptuous of anyone, particular ly of a man most of whose fu ture  is behind him, to try  to look fa rth er  tha n that—several things seem to be worth saying  today.
1. The first is to emphasize th at  the need for internatio nal  mach inery to manage the affairs  of this  lonely globe of ours  is greate r today  than it was a quart er of a century  ago and will continue to increase.
2. The United Nations is fa r from a perfe ct inst rum ent for the advancement of int ern ational peace and secu rity  in the  eigh th decade of the twe ntieth  century,
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but it is unlikely th at  in this era of increasing nationali sm there will be any sig
nificant modifica tion of the Charter.

3. Experience since World  War  II  suggests to me th at  if  the United Nat ions  
did not exist,  we should be seeking to cr eat e someth ing like it  and would probably 
not be ab le to bring into  being as flexible an instrument as the UN C harter.

4. The United Nation s is probably  not going to rega in the position it had  in 
the  1940’s in the field of arms control—for reasons th at  are  not the faul t of the 
Ch art er or of the United Nations as an organiza tion, but  ra ther  stem from the 
rea liti es of int ern ational life.

5. There is, I believe, a real  possibility that  long before this  decade is over 
the re will be more effective machinery  for  peace-keeping. And I also hope, 
although with  less optimism, that  the UN will by 1980 have  g rea ter  c apacity and

w gre at uti lity for  the peace ful settlement of disputes.
6. Lastly, the  United Natio ns is not independent of its  members with powers 

ap ar t from  those they  are  prep ared  to give it. As form er Secre tary  of Sta te 
Acheson has  wri tten, “This  idea . . . th at  the United Natio ns was  and  should  
be someth ing differen t from its members and could assume responsibil ity with-

* out power has  been a curiously persis ten t one.” The United Nat ions  is based on 
the  sovereign equ ality of sta tes  and if it  were to be replaced by an y organiza tion  
th at  too would probably have  to be similarly  founded. The result is, as Congress
men Fasce ll and  Whalley have said  in the ir report to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs relea sed ea rli er  thi s month, the  UN is a mirror. Sometimes it  is a dis
tor ted  mirror, but  it remains  a  mir ror  of the sta te of intern ational rela tion s and 
of int ern ational society and for th at  reason we cit izens of this globe, from wh at
ever  country  we may come, should not blame it  for its faul ts and fai lure s, but 
look to ourselves.

Mr. Gallagher. Thank you very much for  that excellent statement. 
We will proceed now to Professor Bloomfield.

STA TEM ENT  OF LINCOL N P. BLOOMFIELD, PROFESSOR OF PO LI TI 
CAL SCIENCE, MASSACHUSETTS INST ITUT E OF TECHNOLOGY

Mr. Bloomfield. Than k you, Mr. Chairman.
I am a professor of political science a t MIT. I served fo r about 11 

years in the State Department, most recently, as the policy planner 
for United Nations problems.

About 12 years ago, I  went to the Center for Internatio nal Studies 
at MIT,  where I ran something called the United Nations project, 
which was an attem pt to look rather hardheadedly  a t th is same range 
of issues. I  now direct  the  Center’s arms control project.

Bather than go into details of the past, or the issues which Ambas- 
<  sador Fing er and Dr. Johnson have well covered, I thought I might

set forth  what seems to me the strategic context for talk ing about 
peacekeeping, and arms control in the 1970’s, and about the oppor
tunities that  I thin k the United  States might have to influence the

•  situation.
The subtitle of my remarks might  well be “What I Wish Had 

Appeared in the Pres iden t’s State of the World  Message About 
Foreign Policy.’" I can do this without any constrain ts of either an 
official or a foundat ion executive.

My gut feeling is tha t afte r being very promising a decade ago 
peacekeeping has declined into the same realm of political theology 
where we find disarmament and collective security. As peacekeeping 
has declined in the last 10 years, the superpowers have engaged in 
thei r own form of unilateral peacekeeping, the United  States  in the 
Dominican Republic and Vietnam, and the Soviet Union in Czecho
slovakia. Objectively, it seems to me the results for both have been
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poor, and therein  lies the best prospect for looking at peacekeeping with fresh in terest.
As the 1970’s open, it seems to me very unlikely tha t the United States is soon again going to intervene un ilate rally  with i ts own armed forces anywhere, except where its vital security in terests are a t stake. I think  the President’s statement confirmed this, and there is other  evidence such as many planning exercises which have been undertaken in the last year which seem to me profoundly to confirm this.
As far  as the Soviet Union is concerned, the evidence is more ambiguous. I  t hink  the Soviets are likely to continue to be torn between the growing desire for stabil ity around them, and the tempting opportunities  that  local conflicts such as the Middle Eas t will continue to offer them for exploitation, or to compete wi th Peking.
But regardless of what Moscow and Washington would like to do, my conviction is th at the 1970’s are going to see a continuation of the  kinds of conflicts we have had since 1945. Old local conflicts, such as the Arab-Is raeli, India-Pakista n, and Cyprus conflicts, and continuing war among the successor s tates in Indo-China, seem to  me predictable. New conflicts will star t, possibly a t the going rate, which is about 1.5 new conflicts per  year according to our research.
The Portuguese  African colonies are likely to explode in time, and certainly  the fuse will grow shorter  on Rhodesia and South Africa. Wha t might be called “tribal” conflict has already infected the developed world, where ethnic and religious outbursts, a la Ulster,  are at least possible for such countries as Belgium, Canada, Lebanon, and additional A frican States.
Latin America seems to  me guaranteed  to be the scene of revolutionary change, some of it doubtless violent. And over all of us looms the specter of a possible Sino-Soviet nuclear war, the fallou t from which could be devasta ting for millions of people elsewhere. Finally, there may be need fo r action in the event of nuclear accidents, if additional countries build nuclear weapons.
This kind of agenda of problems, some of which may or may not look like the Congo and UNEF and Cyprus  against  the background of changed superpower perspectives on the world, seems to me to lead one inexorably to some conclusions.
One is tha t conflict prevention, which is a part icular topic of concern in my own research, becomes vital . The thing most governments and most chancelleries do perhaps worst of all is the anticipat ion and prevention of conflict. But the “bandaid” function of peacekeeping, with or without settlement of the par ticu lar dispute, seems to me still very urgen t and necessary.
Second, tacit  “spheres of abs tention,” as opposed to spheres of influence between the Soviets and the Americans, would be desirable to work out. And  third , against this background of predictable conflict, likely U.S. partial withdrawal, and tempting opportuni ties for exploitat ion—and this is my chief point—multilateral peacekeeping ceases to be a luxury, which I  th ink it has been, and for the first time becomes a real necessity.
To act on this new logic, something more than techniques are needed although I certain lv support everyth ing tha t Dr. Johnson and I and others wro tein theUN A-U .S.A . panel report on peacekeeping. I think  the climate is poor for peacekeeping, and that the sense of  expecta-
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tion tha t i t is a realistic  option has to be restored, before people tur n 
to it to deal with the problems tha t must be dealt with.

I think the United States  can help to do th is in a number of ways, 
and tha t is what we are here to talk about.

I would certain ly add that the rigid  view of nationa l sovereignty 
held by the Soviet Union, by France, and by many of what might be 
called the “peacekeepees”—the people who are peacekept by peace
keeping—is a major obstacle.

But I think the United States  itse lf is not blameless. I  would argue 
tha t the United  States  has been very selective in its own at titude to
ward peacekeeping, and I may get an argument from my friends in 
Government on this. I thin k the United States  has tended to favor  
peacekeeping, desperately at times, in the  Middle  East and in Africa,  
and has bitterly opposed it at times in Southeast Asia and Lat in 
America. I don't see how one can advance and develop a worldwide 
capabili ty on that  basis.

Mr. F relingiiuysex. You may even get an argument on th at point  
from the committee.

Mr. Bloomfield. You say I would not?
Mr. F relingiiuysex. You may. I  don’t want to interrupt  you, but it 

is possible we shall raise some questions about tha t contention.
Mr. Bloomfield. All r igh t, t ha t’s why I  made it.
I thin k the executive branch  should be applauded and encouraged 

in the conversations which Ambassador Fing er mentioned our 
Government is having with  the Soviet Union. Tha t is indispen
sable to find some kind of working formula to make this thing go in the 
1970’s, a formula  which takes account of the two opposing convic
tions : the Soviet conviction tha t you have to have great power con
trol over peacekeeping; and the American conviction that you have 
to do it efficiently. Those two principles are constantly in collision 
and of course underlie a lo t of th e argument.

The specific recommendations of the panel report of the UNA-U.S.A. 
on peacekeeping—recommendations which have already been sup
ported  by 80 Members of the Congress—should, in my opinion, be 
implemented. Fina lly, the nations  tha t can probably make the most 
useful suggestions for improvement are not  the U nited  Sta tes and the 
Soviet Union, bu t the  middle and other powers who tend to hang back 
and rather than take  init iatives , -wait for us to act. I don’t know what 
your committee can do about that,  sir.

Now just  a br ief word on the U.N. and arms control, because you 
asked me to say something about it. I  have just said th at the peacekeep
ing seems to me to have a new urgency and realism, largely  because 
the superpowers may now be ready to take the multi lateral option 
more seriously tha n they always have in the past.

On the  other hand , the  very talks between the  superpowers on st ra
tegic arms limitat ion keeps the U.N. role here secondary, and I thin k 
necessarily so. B ut that secondary role has some value. The opinions 
of other  countries have some influence, although not very much, on 
the strateg ic policies of Moscow and Washington. Pressures on the 
“Big Two” to act can be politically important.

It  remains  very convenient to have a place to talk, which the U.N. 
supplies. Above all, resounding U.N. votes on the limited nuclear test  
ban, the Outer Space Treaty , and the  Nonproliferation  Treaty , repre-



sent the closest thing the  world has today to a seal of legitimacy, even 
a k ind of law, which codifies agreements that have been worked out 
by the great powers.

There are two things the U.N. can do b etter than  anyone else can 
do in this business. The first is to focus international attention and ac
tion on new potentia l arms races, and it has done so for outer space 
and tentatively for the seabed. The other  thing it can do, it doesn’t 
do at all, which is to publish statistics  on the tr ans fer  of arms around 
the world, something which the League of Nations did. And it can 
usefully discuss the problems of conventional arms, which Dr. Johnson 
mentioned, because those are the arms tha t affect the  wars tha t take 
place, and in my research we count 55 of those since World War I I.

The fau lt here, for  a change, is not in what I  have heard  called, even 
in these halls, the a rrogant unilateralism of the super powers, but the 
arrogant unilateralism of other countries, who would like to publicize 
and control everyone else’s arms race but  the ir own.

I th ink the United States  is limited in the  init iatives it  can take for 
regional arms-control limita tion, except for the desperately needed 
agreement between supp liers of arms to the Middle East. But I think 
we can and should encourage others to take up this challenge, and 
provide the needed statesmanship.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The prepared  statement follows:)

Statement By Prof. Lincoln P. Bloomfield, M.I.T.
THE PEACEKEEPING OPTION

Peacekeeping through the United Nations afte r i ts promising st art in the mid- 50’s has increasingly joined the other articles  of political theology that  live in official rhetoric but inspire  real-life pessimism, like disarmament and collective security. As peacekeeping has declined, the superpowers have engaged in thei r own form of “unila teral  peacekeeping”—the U.S. in the Dominican Republic and Vietnam, and the Soviet Union in Czechoslovakia. The results, at least for 
the U.S., have been traum atic,  and as the 70’s open i t seems unlikely tha t the U.S. will soon again intervene unilaterally  with its own armed forces except when its deepest security intere sts are at  stake. The evidence is more ambiguous concerning the Soviets, who are likely to be torn between their  growing desire for stability and the tempting opportunities local conflicts will offer for exploitation, or for policies competitive with Peking.

But regardless of superpower preferences, the 1970’s will see little  diminution of conflicts in the world. Old local conflicts such as the Arab-Israeli, Indo- Pakistani and Cyprus conflicts, and the war among the successor states in Indochina, will continue to threaten  the peace. New conflicts will star t, possibly at the present rate  of 1.5 a year. The Portuguese African colonies will in time explode, and the fuse  will burn shorter  on Rhodesia and South Africa. “Tribal” conflict will infect the developed world, with ethnic and religious outburs ts in Ulster, Belgium, and possibly Canada, Lebanon and some African states. Latin America is guaranteed to be the scene of revolutionary change. Over us all looms the spectre of a possible Sino-Soviet nuclea r war. Finally  there may be need of impartial reassurances in the event of nuclear  accidents in a 5-plus nuclear nation world.
Against this background of predictable conflict, likely U.S. partial withdrawal, and tempting opportunities for exploitation, mul tilat eral  peacekeeping ceases to be a luxury and for the f irst time becomes a necessity. To act upon the new logic, a climate of expectation must be again created that  peacekeeping is a realistic option. The U.S. can help do this by ceasing to be selective in its own att itude— pro U.N. peacekeeping in the Middle Eas t and Africa but against  it in South East Asia and Latin  America. The Executive Branch should be encouraged in the essential explorations with the Soviets to find new and workable formulas tha t take account of Soviet desires for grea t power control and U.S. desires for efficiency of operations. The specific recommendations of the UNA-USA Panel,
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already supported by 80 members of the Congress, should be implemented. The Middle Powers—the real peacekeepers—should be urged to take initiatives we cannot take to make the admittedly  inadequate  inte rnational  system respond more effectively to the iron logic of the changing times.
TH E UN  AND ARM S CONTROL

In considering the futu re of the UN, I have said tha t peacekeeping seems to have a new urgency and realism, largely because the superpowers may now be ready to take  that  option more seriously. On the other hand, superpower interes t in serious stragetic nuclear arms limitations  keeps the UN role secondary in this area. That  secondary role is not insignificant: the opinions of other countries have some influence—though not much; pressures on the Big Two to act can _  be politically poten t; it remains very convenient to have the UN supply theconference site and services for disarmament talks;  and above all, a resounding UN vote is the closest thing the world has to a seal of legitimacy and even law on agreements worked out by the great powers. (I have never understood why the non-nuclear countries, with a few notable exceptions such as Sweden, » have not done more homework and come up with imaginative yet serious armsreduction schemes tha t at  times could really command the field.)The two things the UN can do bette r than any one else in the  arms control field are first, to focus inte rnational attent ion and action on new potential arms race environments—as it has done successfully for outer space and tentatively for the  seabed. The o ther th ing it can do it does not do at all, and t ha t is to focus on the non-nuclear arms races and competitions that  waste resources and encourage new wars. The UN neither publishes stati stics  on conventional arms transfers as the League did—nor discusses seriously the problems of conventional arms, which affect the wars tha t in fact take place. The fault, for a change, is not in the a rrogant unilate ralism of the superpowers, but in the arrogant  unilatera lism of th e smaller nations who turn  out to want to control and publicize everyone’s arms races but thei r own. The U.S. is limited in the initiatives it can take for regional arms control regulation, except for  the badly-needed suppliers’ agreement for  the  Middle East. It  can and should encourage others to take up this  challenge and provide the needed statesmanship.
Mr. Gallagher. Thank you, Professor Bloomfield.
I gathe r tha t the prognosis for the 1970’s suggests a very busy season 

for the peacekeepers. Do you feel th at the rate of conflicts is going to accelerate? I  ga ther tha t you do, up from 1.5 per year.
Mr. Bloomfield. No, sir, I don't. But the computers tend to let us down on this kind of problem.
Mr. Gallagher. They let many people down.
Air. Bloomfield. There is one study which shows that the rate may be declining. However, the risk  tha t each conflict poses for the peace of the world may increase.

< I  would argue tha t i t may not, i f a U.S. policy were adopted of not
1, caring  so much about some of these conflicts. I f no one on the outside

cares about them, except the people who are unfortuna tely involved 
in them, then you don't even need internationa l peacekeeping. It  is< only to insulate these conflicts from escalating into a large r war that  it seems to me peacekeeping has a vital function.

Mr. Derwixski. You mean like the Soccer War. I am refer ring to the Soccer War,  between El  Salvador and Honduras, wasn’t it?
Mr. Bloomfield. I would even refe r to the Niger ian War, sir, where unlike th e Congo, the super powers, pa rticu larly  the Soviet Union, did 

not make a major move that  would then require  opposition. The Congo had to be dealt with by the  U.N. I  think the Nigerian W ar did  not.
Whatever one thinks of the human tragedy  involved, that to me is a case where other countries left  it relatively alone.
Mn Gallagher. Are you saying , then, that perhaps  there is a greater  role for peacekeeping operations  to insulate local conflicts?



Mr. Bloomfield. Yes.
Mr. Gallagher. Ra ther  tha n the Un ite d State s inj ecting itse lf 

into  the sett lem ent  of those conflic ts?
Mr. Bloomfield. I would. In  fact , I  feel the ideological aspect 

of thi s is crucia l, a fee ling th at is rei nfo rce d by my ta lks wi th 
Soviet an d Ea ste rn  Eu ropean  officials. There  is a gr ea t suspicion  
th at  U .N.  peac ekeepin g has  oft en  in  t he  past me ant  t he  i mposi tion  of 
a We stern solu tion to an in ter na l conf lict somewhere in the  world .

I h ave argu ed  th at  if  the  Un ite d St ates  is no t goin g to inte rve ne with 
its  own forces, some alt erna tiv e is needed.  B ut  the  m ul til ater al  a lte rn a
tiv e w ill no t work unless  i t is m ade  c lea r t hat  it s purpo se is to insula te 
conflicts, ra th er  th an  to go in with  a view to det erm ine  the political  
outcome. I th in k th is is a  very  c rucia l po int , s ir.

Mr. Gallagher. Do we then  have a pa ra lle l ob lig ation  to  let  t hem  
know th at  th ey  can f igh t i t o ut to th e e nd,  and  no one i s goin g to in te r
fere  ? Is  th is enc ourag ing  a sp read  of the confl ict ?

Mr. Bloomfield. We hav e been spe aking of wars wi thin Sta tes , 
which ten d to be about 50 perce nt of  the  wars th at  tak e place. The  
oth er 50 percen t may be even more dan gerous . There , I th ink,  every  
effo rt has  to  be made  to  b rin g about ceasefires , border pa tro ls,  ob serv a
tion, an d rep ortin g. In  othe r words  the  pea cekeep ing sty le th at  we 
have  become used to, which Am bas sad or Fi ng er  has  been  describ ing.

Mr. J ohnson. May I comment on  th at  ?
Mr. Gallagher. Yes, if you gen tlem en care to comment on this 

ques tion  of  insula tion , go ahe ad.
Mr. J ohnson . I  th ink I  agree in gen era l wi th Mr.  Bloomfie ld, but  

it does seem to me th at  wi th respec t to every sit ua tio n in  which the 
issue of poss ible peac ekeepin g aris es, we have to be aw are  th at  we 
have to make a conscious decis ion as to wh at (A ) we and (B ) the 
world  as a whole intend to do abo ut it. We  can’t so rt of slip into one. 
We mu st say, “T his  is an issue which  calls fo r peacekeep ing  forces, 
or  peacekeep ing units, or it  is not .”

An d I  th ink I  would say, also,  to you,  sir , th at  I  don’t th ink  
we ought to m ake th at  decision f orever . W e m ight  ha ve to change  i t in 
the  course of a conflict, because a  confl ict th at  looks in iti al ly  as if one 
could isol ate it, or insula te it, mi gh t change in the  course of time , a nd 
lead  peop le to t hink  tha t it  ou ght to be d ea lt wi th  by th e in ter na tio na l 
com munity . I take it th is is wh at almost happened at  one time  in the  
middle of  t he Ni ge ria n-Bi af ran struggle . Th ere  were str on g effor ts to 
have the  int ern ati on al com munity , w hich ha d stayed  c lear, become in
volved. An d I th ink is like ly to happen , because the  ind ivi dual si tua
tion does change over  time, and peop le who th ink in iti al ly  the  side 
the y wa nt  to win is goin g to win , and  discover it  is no t going  to win, 
sometimes have a desire  to chan ge the  rule s in t he  middle of  the  contest.

Mr.  Gallagher. Would you car e to comm ent on th at , Am bassador 
Fing er?

Am bas sad or F inger. Mr.  Ch airm an , I  agree in gen era l wi th wha t 
has  been said  here. I  th ink th at  the  sty le of peacekeep ing  developed 
by Da g Ha mm ars kjo ld,  whi ch has become the  pa tte rn , has  been de
signed pr incipa lly  to preven t confl icts from sprea din g, and  no t to 
push the int ere st of one side  or the other. Th is is qui te disti nc t from  
the  philosop hy of the  Ko rea n opera tio n, where it  was defi nite ly seen 
as a way  o f usin g th e U .N. to mee t an  aggre ssive a tta ck  from  th e C om
mu nis t side.
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Now, I th in k th at the Sov iet Un ion  an d the Uni ted Sta tes , to tak e 
two  of the  g re at  pow ers , can  look at  a  con flic t in  a part  of  the  wo rld  
where  th ei r vi ta l security intere sts  are no t di rect ly  invo lved , in two  
or  th ree dif fer ent ways. One  wou ld be to say , “W ell , ne ith er  one of 
us real ly needs  to ge t inv olved.” Th ere ma y no t be an official comm u
nic ation , bu t one can  te ll from the  be ha vior  of  the othe r side.

Th e oth er,  the way in which U.N . peace keeping  wou ld ari se,  is, 
fo r example, the fig ht ing between In dia  an d Pa ki stan , in 1965, wh ere  
bo th the Sovie t Un ion  an d the Un ite d St ates  fe lt  it  was  in th ei r in 
terest s as well as the int ere sts  of the pa rt ie s to  have  the fig ht ing  
stoppe d. An d as a r esul t, a U .N. miss ion wen t out  t he re , and  the fig ht
ing did stop .

So I th ink th at , as Dr. John son has  po inted  out, no t only will we 
w have to look at  each  s itu at ion indiv idua lly , an d no t assume th at  ev ery

tim e a sho t is fired, there wi ll au tom ati ca lly  be a U.N . peacekeep ing  
opera tio n, bu t we will  have to look at th e way opera tio ns  evolve.

I t  may be th at , a conf lict th a t looked as if  it  cou ld no t spread  into 
a worldwid e conflict  w ill assume more ominous prop or tio ns  o ver  tim e. 
I t  may be th at we wil l mi sund ers tan d some sig na ls at  the begin nin g, 
and have  to chan ge o ur  minds .

Mr.  Gallagher. T ha nk  you, Am bassa dor Fi ng er .
Profe ssor  Bloom field, I am uncerta in,  as I am sure everyone else is, 

as to wh at lessons we hav e reall y lea rned  fro m Vietn am . Is  th at  one 
of  them? Or  how would  your  pol icy of  insu la tio n ap ply there?  Or  
does a policy of intervent ion  ap ply the re ?

Mr. Bloomfield. We ll, I was af ra id  you  wou ld ask  me th at , Mr. 
Ch air man . 1 th in k the ans wer has to be, yes, there is a lesson.

I  happen to have been a mem ber of a very sma ll grou p wi thi n the  
St ate De pa rtm en t who arg ued in the  ea rly  1950’s th at  the  Un ite d 
St ates  sh ould  n ot  p ick  up the  m arbles  d ro pp ed  by  th e Fr en ch  in  I ndo
ch ina , b ut  shou ld find some othe r way. Th ere are  n ot very ma ny oth er 
ways.  As Cy prus  showed, af te r loo king at  the al ternat ive s, the only 
othe r way, rea lly , is a mul til ateral pea cek eep ing  o perat ion .

Looking  at one of the  nex t problem s in So uthe as t As ia,  we sho uld  
see if  t he balance of costs  and benefi ts fro m th e essen tia lly  un ila te ra l 
U.S . acti on in Vietn am  can  be app lied. I re fe r to  T ha ila nd , and with- 

'•»- out  g et tin g into  too m any  deta ils  I  have th e impre ssion  th at  once ag ain
we are  moving into a sit ua tio n where th e issue  is repo rte d in fil tra
tio n—which I  be lieve  is t ru e— across th e rive r fro m N or th  V ietnam of  
peop le tra ined  on the outside . Bu t the  issue is also lack  o f g ove rnm en-  
ta i control  in the  n or thea st provinces  in Tha ila nd , as well as othe r in 
te rn al  issues o f governan ce wi thi n T ha ila nd .

Now, it seems to me we sti ll have a choice. Do we t ry  to  move in u ni 
la te ra lly  a nd help wi th the whole pac kag e, bo th th e in tern al  weakness 
an d the rep ort ed inf ilt rat ion ? Do we a band on  the  whole package, and  
then  have  to come back la te r—th e De an  Ru sk  argu men t? Can we 
move th e Mc Namara line, so to  speak , t h a t cost abou t a bill ion d ollars , 
wi th its  reporte d capacity fo r mon ito rin g in fil tra tio n,  to the  Mek ong 
Rive r?.

I  don’t wa nt to have to expla in th at in  de tai l, because my po in t is 
the de sir ab ili ty  of  ha ving  an in te rn at iona l ca pa bi lit y to at  least do 
wh at was nev er done  in Vietn am —re po rt  a s une quivocal ly as possible 
to the  dou bte rs and the  s kep tics th at  t he re  is, or  is  n ot, signif icant ex- 
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ternal  infiltrat ion. For once that is dealt with, it no longer can be
come an argument for going to war, i f it isn’t happening, or for the 
interna tional  community for not acting if it is happening. Tha t was 
one of the grea t ambiguities about Vietnam.

This was the lesson of Korea we failed to learn. I  refer to the meas
ure of neutral U.N. observers on the 38th Paral lel, on the night of June 
24, 1950, when it really wasn’t clear who was going to march north or 
south, given the situation  in Korea a t the time. The Indian chairman 
cabled back that he and his neutral U.N. observers saw the march 
from the north to the  south.

Tha t argument  could still be going on, as the argument about *
infiltrat ion often has in Vietnam, if it hadn 't been for the capability  
of impart ial observation, not about a civil war, but about external 
involvement in it. wThis to me is an essential lesson from Vietnam that ought to be 
studied very carefully.

Mr. Gallagher. Yes, but then, assuming that we have that inform a
tion, is not the issue the same as it is when the informat ion is sketchy?
We know it, those who make the decision. I  mean, is not the decision 
there ?

Mr. Bloomfield. Well, it acts also as a deterrent.
If  you ever visited, as I did and others here have, the UN EF that 

was stationed along the Arab-Israeli  border  for a 10-year period, there 
was only one U.N. soldier every half kilometer, armed with an un
loaded rifle. There was nothing he could have done if either the Is raelis 
or the Arabs had crossed the line. But the U.N. force included about six 
or seven nations that  neithe r the Arabs nor the Israelis  cared to run 
over, and they privately said it suited them to be deterred this way.
It  was a political deterrent.

So I think th at I am speaking of many other values than  just  pure  
observation.

Mr. Gallagher. I must really get, back to the question. Once we 
have made a decision that  there is movement, one way or another, 
within a si tuation, such as Vietnam, or perhaps the Middle East,  do 
we opt for a policy of insulation, or do we opt for a policy of inte r
vention ? This is real ly going to be the question in the 1970’s, on the 
basis of the lessons t hat  we have learned in the past.

Mr. Bloomfield. Yes, it is, sir. I  don’t want to monopolize this , but  
let me say it is the wrong argument. I think  intervention is going to 
continue to take place.

It  seems to me the issue is not intervention or not intervention. It  is f
unilateralism versus some other option. And I am arguing  th at if we 
are writing off the unilateral option, which in a sense we are po litically  
in th is country, I  think  it is time, however difficult the other options 
look, to look at them again in that light, and still think of intervention 
when necessary, of course.

Mr. Gallagher. I gathered from Mr. Johnson's statement that  in 
this period of rising nationalism, the United Nations seems to be wr it
ing off muti lateral ism in the approach to intervent ion?

Mr. J ohnson. I wouldn’t say necessarily, sir. I  th ink one point th at 
I particularly stress with respect to the information tha t came in this 
Korean situation , from an independent source, is that  we might very
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well, had there not been such information, have been forced to go the 
unila teral way in Korea, as we did the unila teral way in Vietnam.

The fact that  there was an outside, independent judgment, which 
said the North Koreans were moving south, was the thing  th at made it possible to get the United Nations behind tha t, and to create the 
United  Nations’ force tha t is still there in Korea—I vis ited it last summer—and I  think you change the whole picture, once the information 
is information tha t is not suspect as coming from one national source, and p articular ly from a great power source, which is suspect in ways tha t other information is not.

Now your decision, whether i t is inte rvention or nonintervention, or insulation afte r th at fact, it seems to me this is a decision you make in 
the context of the part icular time. I  couldn’t answer, offhand, before
hand, how much we or other countries thought it was im portant for our national interests to stop fighting  in tha t particular area. The im
mediate situation would par tly  determine the answer. We might, for instance say, “Well, let’s steer clear.”

Let me give you an example, from another region of the world, something tha t concerns me a good deal, and, I  suspect, all of us.
Mr. Bloomfield said just  now that we seemed to have reached a decision that we didn ’t want to intervene unilaterally , and I think  this is generally the attitude of Americans. I think both Vietnam and the Dominican Republic crisis of 1965 made us all have some hesitations.
And yet, we may very well feel tha t there is a need for speedy action. This is where the issues get confused.
The U.N. doesn't move as fast as the United  States can, and regional organizations seldom move at all. And one of the real problems tha t I 

hope th at  your committee m ight give considera tion to is the problem of what we might do to prevent ourselves being pu t in a situation 
again in relat ion to this hemisphere, such as we were pu t in in 1965.

Are there any moves th at we can take beforehand tha t would give us wider operations? And this seems to me tha t-----
Mr. Gallagher. That is why the committee is questioning you men of experience, tryi ng to learn.
The problem of Vietnam seems fair ly clearcut, when you have information about the entry  of external forces. But  what if you had in

ternal , indigenous conflicts tha t were not easily detectable by McNamara lines.
Mr. Fascell. Perhaps I read the report  of the Internat iona l Control  Commission incorrectly, but I didn’t thin k there was any ambiguity  or doubt in tha t repor t.
Mr. Gallagher. Yes, sir; Mr. Ambassador.
Ambassador F inger. Mr. Chairman, I just want to make one com

ment here, and tha t is tha t it isn’t always up to us, whether  mult ilateral intervention will be possible. I know tha t Professor Bloom
field is aware of this, but I would like to state for the record, I am not sure that,  in Vietnam, at the time of the French  moving out, this 
was a feasible option, given the unwillingness of the other parties  and notably North Vietnam, to cooperate.

This is still an open question. We did, as Professor Bloomfield 
knows, move in the case of Laos, in 1959, as I recall, to send a subcommittee of the Council out there.

Now in this hypothetical-----
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Mr. Gallagher. AVliat are we going to do in 1970 ?
Ambassador F inger (continuing).  Well, this is just what-----
Mr. F ascell. We might not have to do anyth ing about it a fter  next 

week.
Ambassador F inger (continuing).  I happen to have served in Laos, 

just before coming to the U.N., so it  is a problem tha t concerns me 
quite a bit, personally. But if we take the hypothetical case of 
Thailand or of Laos, you will not be able to mount a U.N. peace
keeping operation in Laos, if the North Vietnamese and the Com
munist Chinese don’t want it there.

The Soviets would veto it, and the General Assembly route would 
not be at all promising in those circumstances. So I don’t think we 
should delude ourselves that the multi latera l operation will always 
be there. *

I think  we a re all agreed that  what we should be working toward 
is to make it as available as possible, as often as possible.

Mr. Gallagher. I would just like to ask one further  question, be
fore I move on to my colleagues.

We have a very pressing problem now with the conflict in the Mid
dle Eas t st raying into the in ternational air traffic field. Does the U.N. 
have a role to play in resolving this problem?

Is this type of thing going to be increasing in the future? What 
suggestions do we have?

Ambassador F inger. Well, Mr. Chairman, we did have at the last 
General Assembly, as Congressman Fascell knows, a resolution at 
least, designed to bring attention to that  problem. I t did not have the 
teeth that  would be required, the assumption being tha t your first 
step is to get governments to be concerned about it.

T think that with all all due respect to our efforts at the United  N a
tions, the terrib le tragedy  of last week has done more to get govern
ments concerned than tha t par ticular resolution.

The Internationa l Civil Aviation Organization, which is a special
ized agency of the United Nations, has again been concerned about 
this problem, principally from the standpoint of hijacking. I don’t 
know exactly what steps the U.S. Government will be taking in the 
forum of the International Civil Aviation  Organiza tion, or with 
governments in other ways. This  is not part  of my responsibili ty. v

But the ICAO could help there, but  I think  that  the intergovern
mental consultation in the immediate future is more likely to be 
helpful.

Mr. J ohnson. Mr. Chairman, one of the problems I  see here, I am g
as baffled as you are on this, b ut one of the  problems I see is tha t this 
is not solely a matter of governments. These ter roris ts are not really, 
in many cases, citizens of any country of the world, and there  is a 
real problem; how one can manage to deal on an internationa l basis 
with terror ists who are outside of the  law in every sense and out of 
the reach of the law, and I think you have put  your finger on something 
where the U.N. is probably going to be ineffective for  some time.

Mr. Bloomfield. May I add one thing, sir ?
Mr. Gallagher. Certainly, Professor.
Mr. Bloomfield. I know you are interested in the United States  but 

when I speak of the m ultilateral option, I think o f almost any means
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where the U nited States  won’t feel as lonely as it tends to feel when 
it  acts alone.

In case of the airline situation, my guess is tha t the Internatio nal 
Association of Airl ine Pilo ts may be a crucial international organ iza
tion th at b rings about reform and action here. Tha t is an inte rnational  
nongovernmenta l organization. It  is something U.S. pilots can't do 
themselves.

So far as peacekeeping is concerned, I might  suggest that  one look 
again at a suggestion that Lester Pearson of Canada made when he 
began to get discouraged about U.N. peacekeeping. He suggested that  
if you had to have multila teral peacekeeping, and if the U.N. couldn't 
do it , you ought to consider setting up an ad hoc coalition of people 
who would peacekeep.

“Mul tilateral” does not have to mean only the 126 nations  who sit 
in New York.

Mr. Gallagher. Ho we have an option, in the Middle E ast,  where 
all th is stems from ? How does it  apply to the Middle East today ?

Mr. Bloomfield. On peacekeeping? Oh, no; I think  there, si r, is one 
place where there  is a lot of sunk capital in U.N. operations, and even 
the Soviets keep saying that they would be glad to see a new U.N. 
peacekeeping force there. I think it would be wrong to change the 
venue there, but I am thinking  of other situations.

Mr. Gallagher. Yes, sir.
Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Ambassador F inger. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Yes. I am sorry.
Ambassador F inger. Before we leave the subject of the aircraft, thi s 

is one point where I disagree with Dr. Johnson—with whom I gen
erally agree, and whom I  admire—and that  is t ha t I would not ab
solve governments completely from the actions of some of the ter 
rorists  who have been granted travel documents and against whom no 
punitive action is taken, and in fact, who have sometimes been as
sisted in avoiding punit ive action, through some governments, and I 
think th at some action by those governments is required. Some means 
of gettingthe m to take action is required.

Mr. J ohnson. I don’t mean to absolve the governments at all. What 
» I was suggesting is it becomes a much harder problem when it is in

dividuals who are not necessarily or clearly citizens of governments, 
and when the governments themselves are the governments of very
unstable states.

Air. Gallagher. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Air. F relinghuysen. Thank you, Air. Chairman.
On the question of terror ism, it would seem to me that  terrori sm 

underlines the fact t ha t there is a serious unresolved problem. Terror
ism is one of the manifestations  of the fact tha t there has not been a 
resolution of that problem.

I don't condone terror ism on the par t of any of the parties involved, 
or by any individuals. But  terrorism is one of the reasons why there 
is urgency in getting a settlement. Perhaps either the U.N. or the 
1 nited States can be he lpful in getting  a settlement. This lends an-
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other note of urgency, because there could be a rapid deterioration of what is already a serious situation.
If  Israel,  as an example, should decide to interd ict the use of the airports of her neighbors, as a way of responding to the situation in 

which she now finds herself, we would have an altogether different kind of problem in the Middle East.
This gets us back to the basic problem. Perhaps it is too academic a problem, looking for reasons for optimism, and in defining the role of the U.N.
All three of you gentlemen have provided  us with stimulating testi- «mony. All of  you have said tha t we haven’t machinery which is very effective today, and that  in fact, it is less effective than seemed likely to be 20 years ago. Nonetheless you feel we have some reason for optimism that machinery can be developed.
I think Mr. Johnson said tha t there was a real possibility tha t we could develop more effective machinery.
As a practical matter, what reason is there for optimism? The only reason, you seem to say, for optimism is tha t there may be more flexibility by one of the major  powers, who has thus far  made it difficult to develop machinery. The Soviet Union, you say, in quiet, 

behind-the-scenes discussions may become more reasonable. However you don’t show us any real indication  tha t there will be the kind of realization on the  Soviets’ part tha t will lead to a transfo rmation of the U.N . as a way in which we can either  insula te or solve problems.
You point with some concern to the financing problem, and I can see no solution to th is problem. I was at the U.N. in 1965, and we had reasonably high hopes t ha t France and the  Soviet Union, if they were not coerced, would come up with voluntary contributions, which would at least ease the financial problem at the U.N.
Did either country do it? They certain ly did not. Wil l they do it in the future  ? I doubt it, unless they set their own terms.
If  you have tha t approach, how are you going to get anyth ing meaningful out of peacekeeping at the U.N. ?
Perhaps I am overly sensitive. But isn’t i t ridiculous to argue tha t 

the United States  is at faul t because we have been selective as to whether the United Nations should be u tilized or not? If  we could have dumped the Vietnam problem on the U.N., we would have done «so years ago. I t wasn’t tha t we wanted to act unilate rally. It  wasn’t that we d idn’t wan t the  assistance of the U.N. A t least as fa r back as 1966, when we had well-publicized peace ambassadors going all over the world to say tha t we want peace, and we want others ’ help in *securing it.
At t hat  time an effort was made in the United  Nations, but nothing 

came of it.
It  is because these situations are hot potatoes. The U.N. doesn’t want such problems. Thus a situation has developed where there may well be increasing reluctance on the pa rt of the United States  to act on a unilateral basis. At the same t ime there really isn’t much reason for optimism or even confidence that others will offer much help.With  all our good intentions, are we going to be able to develop machinery adequate for the job?
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In other words, as an example, what practical possibility is there 
of gettin g the suggestions of a standby force approved at tlie U nited 
Nations?

I don’t mean to sound pessimistic, bu t I wonder whether anyth ing 
in your experience really justifies the hope of developing effective 
machinery to cope with the very real problems tha t are sure to 
develop in this next decade?

I would like to be optimistic , but I must say, I  see little  reason for 
optimism about a nyth ing tha t you gentlemen have said today.

Cyprus is a case in poin t: Relatively small amounts of money 
involved, and yet as Mr. Finger says, this U.N. act ivity  is an inequit
able and undependable a rrangement.

This is put ting  it mildly. Won’t the U.N. be very reluctant here
after to assume responsibil ity even for as small an operation as that, 
with no earth-shaking implications ? As a practica l matter , to suggest 
tha t the U.N. presence was helpful in Korea, is no value for the 
future . What chance is there  of having in the future a U.N. presence 
in an area where it migh t evaluate a s ituation  and thus affect world 
opinion ?

I haven’t asked really any questions, but regret  to say that nothing 
tha t any of you has said has really satisfied me. It  has provoked me 
a li ttle, but it doesn’t satisfy me tha t we are in a position to influence 
the result. I am not reassured tha t somehow sense is going to prevail, 
either among the big powers who count, or in the whole family that 
constitutes the United Nations.

Maybe all three of you would like to comment, since I haven’t asked 
a question.

Ambassador F inger. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment. I 
certainly agree wi th a great deal of what Congressman Frelinghuysen 
has said. Fir st, having lived through the 1965 session and the ques
tion of contributions,  I do want  to  state  the position of the French 
and the Soviets, as I  understand it, though I  don’t  agree wfith it. It  is 
tha t they will contribute, if we will also—we, the United States  will 
also contribute, simultaneously. We, of course, have-----

Mr. Frelinghuysen. I am not sure what you are saying, Ambassador 
Finger. We have already contributed to operations to  which they have 
not contributed.

Are they now saying i f we will make addi tional  contributions, they 
will come up wi th something that roughly relates to what they should 
have contributed as a matte r of course ?

Ambassador F inger. Well, sir , what they are saying is not even tha t 
good, unfortunately .

In fact, they have not given any sign of the amount they would 
contribute, but since 1967, the French have developed th is beauti ful 
word “harmonisation,” which means that they will pay if we pay, 
even though we have already paid for our share of those two operations.

Their argument is that th e assessments for these operations  were not 
legal assessments under  the charter.  The World  Court gave an ad
visory opinion that they were legit imate expenses under article  17. The 
membership majo rity accepted that , but they, as soverign powers, 
have not accepted it.  Therefore, any contribu tion they make will be 
a matter of grace on the ir par t, and they feel tha t we should show 
equal grace in overcoming the deficit.
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Th at  is th ei r pos ition as of  the  moment. Th at  has been thei r pos i
tion fo r almost 3 years , and  there has been no movement, because of 
ou r pos itio n th at  we shou ldn 't pay twice. AVe ha ve alr eady  pa id our  
share , and more , and it  is tim e fo r them to come in wi th some money.

Now, on the broade r po int , of  wh eth er there is any  reason fo r op ti
mism, o r confidence,  or  hope, I  th in k th at —I  said  in m y s tatem ent that  
we f ra nk ly  don't  know how these discussions will come out. We don’t 
know how much flex ibil ity t he  So vie ts have. Th ere fore,  what  gro und is 
there  fo r an y hope a t a ll ?

F ir st , I  w ould  say th at  ever  since th e 1964—65 cris is on financing, the 
U.N . has ei ther  stopped or preven ted  a wa r three  times. In  1965, in 
Sep tem ber , the In di a- Pa ki stan  sho oting, the  Middle Eas t fighting in 
1967, and is now w ork ing  tow ard a settle ment over the re.

Mr. F relingh uysen. You said the U.N . sto pped a wa r in 1967 in 
the M iddle E as t?

Am bassa dor F inger . In  1967, yes. The ceasefire  resolu tion s of the  
Se cu rit y Council.

Mr . F relinghuysen. Oh yes.
Am bas sad or F inger. An d in the case of Cypru s, the  presence of  th e 

force the re,  in 1967, was a very vit al facto r in keeping the  peace and  
prom ot ing discussions betw een the  conte nding  fac tions.

I would also like to poi nt out  th at  the  p eriod  in 1953 and 1954 was 
the  rea l n ad ir  of U.N . peacekeepin g opera tions.  Never  was the re so li ttl e 
go ing  on as th ere  was a t th at  time, in pa rt  because  we were the n bu ild 
ing  up NA TO  and SE ATO , and  the  alli anc e st ra tegy  fo r keeping  
peace. Suddenly,  in  1956, the  first ma jor  o perat ion  deve loped.

My point  the re is tha t it is difficult to pred ict  wh at the organiz ati on  
may do, what he igh ts,  as well as wha t depth s, it may reach,  as a res ult  
of  a chal lenge. So I  would .not wr ite  off the  possibil ity  th at  a new 
cha llen ge will br ing such an opera tio n into focus.

Mr. F relingh uysen. Bu t are  you not suggest ing , Mr.  Fing er , th at  
the  experien ce of  the  past,  an d the  lack  of ab ili ty  to find money, has  
been a handic ap  ? A nd  also th at  in the  f utur e the  U.N . response  m ay be 
less rapi d tha n wou ld be the case if  th e finances were  rea di ly ava ilab le 
and the  forces needed  ?

I  am say ing  a ll th is  a s a  fr iend  of the  U ni ted Nations.  I  would like  
to see in what way  it could become a more  rel iab le instr um ent, how
ever, past  ex perience  has been such th at  t he re may  be less l ikeliho od of 
exp erimenting . Because the  U.N . must see where the  money comes 
from,  and  cope with the  grace ful  at tit ud e of Fr an ce  and some othe r 
cou ntr ies , th is is why I  can’t get up  any  grea t deg ree  o f optimism.

Am bassador F inger. Well , sir , in my sta tem ent  I  ind ica ted  two  or 
th ree ways  th at  we a re t ry in g to  im prove the situa tio n.

I  th ink first of  all,  by tryi ng  to reach agreem ent  on guidel ines, we 
can  g ive  no t on ly an organiza tio na l bu t a p sychologica l up lif t, because 
it is tru e, the  mem bers hip  is general ly discou rag ed by peacekeep ing 
in th e pr ese nt c ircumstances.

We  be lieve th at  th is may also he lp because par t of  o ur  discussion  is 
to  secure equita ble  fina ncing.

We see these as the  way to move, and when  I  mentio n the stim ulus 
of  em ergency, I  t hi nk  tha t in such an emergen cy, na tio ns  a re imp elle d 
to move, an d I  would  say th at  such an emergen cy would  be met , even 
thou gh t the  financia l pro blems haven’t been solved .
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My point in suggesting that  we ought to try  to work on building 
reliable guidelines for future peacekeeping, and a better financial 
foundation, is tha t 1 think  we ought to have this multilateral option 
in the best possible shape.

As for the guess about what the Soviets are or are not prepared 
to do, this  is an open season on guessing, there does seem to be on their 
side some realization that  brushfire wars can involve them. They may 
in some instances, as in Kashmir and perhaps  even the Middle East, 
where they are paying  their  share of U.N. observer missions, and 
various other places, have a common interest with us in confining 
those local conflicts. They will try to assure t hat  such operations are 
not used against Soviet interests, just as we want to be sure tha t they 
are not used against our interests.

„ Mr. Fuelinghuysen. You sound like an incurable optimist to me,
Mr. F inger,  if you contend that the Soviets are taking  a constructive 
attitude  in the Middle East. If  only they would do so, and join us in 
suggesting guidelines for settlement, I would feel happier. But is that 
basically what t he record shows so far  ?

I don’t mean to impose on the committee's time, Air. Chairman. I 
think  the others ought to be able to ask questions.

Mr. J ohnson. Mr. Chairman,  I  would like to say a word, if I may, 
to Congressman Frelinghuysen’s point.

Mr. Gallagher. Yes.
Mr. J ohnson. I was the one who used the word “optimist,” 1 guess. 

I was the one you singled out.
I must say that I agree with many of  his criticisms. I  have spent a 

good many sleepless hours recently wondering what one could do 
within the U.N., outside the U.N., and any other way, in relation  to 
the Middle Eastern crisis, which is, I think, quite beyond the power of 
control of the U.N. a t the present time, and maybe beyond the power 
of the control of any government.

I would say, though, and this is perhaps too much optimism—and 
I may rue these words, but I have rued some words before, and I 
guess I can do it again—I would say that if we can move in the direc
tion that  we are now t ryin g to move, t ha t the United States is now 
trying to move in the working group of e ight with the Soviet Union, 

> it may be possible to prevent other situations developing into the
totally impossible kind we have in the Middle East.

I wouldn’t say this would apply to the Middle East,  at all. It  may 
apply to something, and should apply to something more incipient. 

< But I do come back to a point I made, which is tha t nobody seems
to be interested in the peaceful settlement of disputes. There has been 
very little effort to bring about the peaceful settlement of disputes.

I worked for a while for something called the Conciliation Com
mission for Palestine, which is still on the books, and has been since 
1948, which is supposed to be concerned with the peaceful se ttlement 
of all the disputes in the Middle East.

It has now been superseded by Air. Ja rring , and Air. Jar rin g is back 
in Moscow, because there is nothing to do in the Middle East,  and no
body seems to be really trying to find ways. I mean people have been, 
certainly, but at the moment I am as gloomy as you are, righ t now. 
I think the four-power talks seem to have bogged down, and the two-



102

power talks, and 1 must admit I see no signs of optimism in the pres
ent position.

But I would submit only this last p oint : I think it would have been 
worse, and might even be worse, if it were not for the U.N. Now, that 
is small comfort.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. 1 wouldn’t argue with that.
Mr. Gallagher. Professor Bloomfield.
Mr. Bloomfield. Mr. Chairman, I think maybe the reason peo

ple at this table sound more optimistic than  you think they should 
is that we are so used to being pessimistic tha t -we magnify small pieces 
of evidence. I think that  is true of anyone who has worked around >
the U.N.

One thing that has not been mentioned is the composition of the 
U.N. I would submit tha t one reason the U.N. was really not an ap
propr iate forum for  the Vietnam situation is that at least three parties  
to that conflict or to the Geneva Convention were not members of the 
organization.

Now, I  think that  is a price you have to pay, if you want to br ing 
cases such as tha t into the U.N., as we did, 12 years later. Congress
man Frelinghuysen, I was speaking of a time when I think there was 
a real option, and it was discarded, because there was a general pre f
erence in the U.S. Government not to go th at route, because we lose 
control over the situation.

I would not argue for a minute that the United States is responsible 
for the mess that the U.N. is in, or tha t peacekeeping is in. I think we 
are the good guys. But I don’t think we are going to get anywhere if 
we don’t recognize that there is an impulse observable at the highest 
levels of American decisionmaking that when a conflict comes along in 
which we have a real interest the last th ing you want  to do is take it 
to the U.N.

Now, there are some exceptions to this. But Cyprus is a very good 
case in point. The United States first wanted to deal with it with bi
lateral diplomacy, which was good if it worked. The Russians then 
seemed to try a quick and dirty  little arms deal with Cyprus, which 
happily didn’t come off. Then the United States looked to NATO as 
the place to go. Finally , in the usual state of bankruptcy we get into 
when we have exhausted all the other alternatives , and the problem 
has of course become almost insoluble, someone savs, “Well, let’s co to *
the U.N.”

This is the story of much of the history of the great powers in this 
period, not just the United States.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. I don’t mean to interrupt, but maybe the ft
United States  is in the position of an overprotective parent, who real
izes what a fr ail child she has in the U.N. We don’t want to overbur
den it, and ask unrealistic th ings of it.

Tt is for that reason that we haven’t been aggressive in turn ing over 
to the U.N. problems which we know need attention because we well 
know, on the basis of the record, that nothing productive can be 
accomplished.

T really don’t mean to impose on the committee, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Fascell.
Mr. F ascell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Gentlemen, I am very happy to welcome all of yon here, and yon 
bring a tremendous wealth of dedication, service, and knowledge for 
our benefit, and the kind of discussions we are having, 1 think, are 
most useful to help us crystallize the thinking, at least for me.

I am interested in this possibility of control of conflicts, and inde
pendent observations as might apply to, say, new areas, but in o rder to 
nail down what I am afte r, I  want to ask some questions, like: Is there 
any ambiguity with respect to the  present struggle in Laos?

Mr. Gallagher. Ambassador Finger.
Ambassador F inger. Mr. Chairman, certain ly from the standpoint 

of the U.S. Government, and my personal standpoint , there is no am
biguity. There would be no war in Laos at all if it were not for North 
Vietnam’s intervention.

This might not apply to the way some other governments see it. 
There might be some value, if it could be done, in having  various 
members of the U.N. constitute a group to go out there and take a 
look, so that others could share our own clear-cut feeling tha t this is 
an outside intervention.

Mr. F ascell. I s thi s what you referred to, Professor Bloomfield?
Mr. Bloomfield. Yes, sir. We live in a world of people who are 

increasingly skeptical of what we think are the honest facts, and 
I think this one step toward improving the general situation is th is 
always available, impartia l observation capability.

We haven’t really discussed tha t, and I don’t want to break into 
Max Fing er’s statement, bu t at some point I  would appreciate a chance 
to say something about what can be done by a multil ateral  agency 
long before what we th ink of as the  peacekeeping stage, which may 
in fact be too late to do anything about it.

I would like a chance to make a suggestion.
Mr. F ascell. Well, we would like to hear about it.
Dr. Johnson?
Mr. J ohnson. I  think I agree there is, from my point of  view, no am

biguity. What interests me is that there is a control commission opera
ting  in Laos as well as one in Vietnam and this has not worked. We 
don’t get unambiguous signals from this  Commission, because one of 
the parties takes odds, in effect. The Polish  delegation has not made 
it possible for unanimous decisions to come through.

There is something really weak in the setting  up of those two con
trol commissions that prevent the kind of thin g tha t was possible, 
almost luckily, to do in Korea, as I recall, in 1950.

And I suspect, though I don’t know—maybe I had bette r let you 
ask your next question, rather than t ry to answer your question.

Mr. Fascell. Tha t is all right. You can anticipate .
Do you agree, gentlemen, that it seems to be a present Soviet policy, 

as a political gambit, for so-called wars of national liberation , in which 
they use the  nationals as pawns, with  a p rima ry purpose, of course, of 
forcing U.S. unilateral intervention, since the rest of the world doesn’t 
seem to fully share our concern ?

Mr. J ohnson. Well, my estimate, sir—I will start  out and let the 
others and you crack me—is th at that is st ill a p art  of Soviet policy, 
but it is one that  they are employing less openly, less vigorously, than 
they have in the past.
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I suspect in Asia they are p laying  this very carefully indeed, because 
of thei r relations with the Chinese. I suspect, or I have a sense, and this 
is not something tha t I speak with any grea t knowledge on, I would 
sense th at they are less willing than they were in Africa to play this 
game in rela tion to wars of national liberation, and it might—and this 
is pure hypothesis—it might even be that the outcome of the Nigerian 
struggle may have caused them to raise some questions, because that 
country has retained its unity in the face of a real effort at breaking 
away. I don’t know.

Mr. F ascell. In other words, as I understand, what you are saying is 
tha t you think tha t the Russians are not finding it a useful tool in Asia, 
nor in La tin America, nor Afr ica-----

Mr. J ohnson. Not even sure about Asia.
Mr. F ascell. It  seems to be working quite well in Asia. J
Air. Bloomfield. One of the central disputes between the Soviet 

Communist Party  and the Chinese Communist Pa rty  is, of course, 
on this issue of supporting “bourgeois” governments, with the 
Soviets critical of the Chinese for thei r adventurous  policy in sup
porting minority and often suppressd extreme doctrinaire Communist 
groups, whereas the Soviet policy in the same area may be to support 
fhe legitimate government.

They do of course private ly compete with the Chinese, in terms of 
the local Communist parties, but they have had the same doctrinal 
argument  with the Cubans, despite the million dollars a day they pay 
to Cuba, and they have criticized the Cubans for too adventurous a 
policy.

Air. Fascell. But they give them the million dollars a day. That’s 
the whole point.

Air. Bloomfield. Sure.
Air. F ascell. Does the United Sta tes really have any options in Laos 

and Thailand ?
Air. J ohnson. I jus t don’t know enough. I  haven’t looked at this.
Air. F ascell. II ow do we leapfrog th at situation, if you are talking 

about using an ad hoc, multilate ral arrangement, or trying to do some
thing  else through an organizat ion, or ins titutionalizing it in the U.N. ?
Who wants the problem in the U.N. ?

Air. Bloomfield. Congressman, it may not lie helpful to offer 
philosophy, when you ask, “W hat  should we do,” and yet, until we 
have a philosophy about this, it seems to me we a re going back into 
situations against our will and be tter judgment.

Air. F ascell. No, but don’t we have to leapfrog these problems? _
That’s the only point I am making.

Air. Bloomfield. I don’t know. I don’t know what you mean, sir, 
except tha t there is a presumption tha t the United States  has an 
interest in maintaining the regime of, let us say, Souvanna Phouma 
in Vientiane, or the royal regime in Bangkok.

The first, th ing the United  States must do, if  i t faces these difficult 
alternatives , is to see where they are on a scale of prioriti es tha t involve 
the commitment of U.S. resources. I don’t think that question has 
been answered.

Air. Fascell. We have decided prior ities;  we have done it  several 
times. We probably do it every day, but, you know, tha t a t some point 
in the evolution of events you have to change your priorities.
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Mr. Bloomfield. I f China could be persuaded not to care, and if  
Moscow could be persuaded not to care about what happened in 
Thai land,  would you, sir, think the United States  had an interes t in 
helping the Thai Government in put ting  down an insurgency aided 
from North  Vietnam?

I know I am not supposed to ask you questions.
Mr. F ascell. Why not? Certainly you give me a clean hypothetical , 

and I will give you a clean-cut decision.
The answer to t ha t is very simple, you know, but politics don't occur 

in a vacuum, so we have a hypothetical. We might desire the hypo- 
t hetical you pose, but the poin t is—tha t it doesn’t exist.

Mr. Bloomfield. I thin k there are some places now, for instance 
in Africa , where the  Russ ians have been burned badly. In  fact, the ir 

u history is a little bit like ours in tha t you can find familiar  state 
ments in the Soviet Union along the lines of, “We threw 80 million 
rubles into tha t ratho le; let’s not go there again.”

Mr. F ascell. Maybe the whole world has gone conservative.
Mr. Bloomfield. This  is a cause for optimism, not about the U.N., 

but simply the evidence that Moscow has its own calculations to 
make again about the payoffs of investing resources, agents, prestige, 
and the rest in areas where they have been thrown out.

Air. F ascell. So what you are saying is what most of us say, prac
tically, politically, is closely scrutinize the Russian signals, if any, and 
hopefully we can resolve the problems in a given area at a given time 
unless it doesn’t suit thei r political philosophy at a later  moment, 
whenever that is, because we have no way of knowing with any cer
tain ty until they act.

Mr. Bloomfield. Yes.
Mr. Fascell. I am not being argumentative with you. I am just 

trying to be more precise to fully extend the thesis.
I am for all options for the United States, obviously. However, the 

realism of it doesn’t escape any of us, so I admire what you are tryi ng 
to do.

One fu rthe r thing. I have been concerned about the  functions of the 
U.N. because of the trend  of the times, and  because money is so con
centrated on social and economic development th at this  will adversely 
affect the political responsibilities, and th at the U.N. will, on the poli ti
cal side, atrophy if i t hasn’t already.

Mr. J ohnson. I think  tha t it won’t, essentially for the reason th at 
I do think,  as Air. Bloomfield says, we are going to have one and a 
half  new s truggles per year, on the average, in the next decade, and 
people are going to turn  to the U.N.

Now, it may be th at it will prove less and less able to deal with the 
things,  in which case they  will turn to other operations, but this  is 
where I agree with Air. Bloomfield, that  we have simply got to find 
ways to use some imagination, developing the multi latera l operations 
at all levels, because I  just  don't  think  we are going to be wil ling to 
intervene unilate rally any more.

Air. F ascell. I don’t t hink  there is any question about that. Present 
U.S. policy, whether you call it low silhouette, disengagement, or 
“Let ’s get out,” makes tha t quite clear.

Ambassador. F inger. Air. Chairman, if I may comment on this 
remark.
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Mr. Gallagher. Yes, sir.
Ambassador F inger. I think the figures usually cited about the 

U.N. involvement in economic and social mat ters as compared to polit
ical take into account all the specialized agencies, and over the years, i t 
is true tha t is where the bulk of the money goes, th at is where the bulk 
of people are  involved.

On the other hand, ifyou take into  account what preoccupies the top 
man in each mission, the permanent representative, it is still political 
and security  mat ters.

And tha t is one of the things I feel frustrated about. I th ink, by the 
same token, when I look a t the peacekeeping operation, and what it 
costs, when I take into account th at we spend roughly $250 million a 
year on the whole complex of internat ional organizations of the U.N. 
family, when I think  of what a small amount, in comparison, is spent 
on the peacekeeping side of it, th is is when I return to my remark  tha t 
we shouldn't count the pennies too closely on peacekeeping operations, 
if it  is really going to help do the job multilateral ly.

Mr. Fascell. I sure would agree with that.
I don’t know how we are going to do in Congress this year with re

spect to the  economic side of it, but I don't think  it is gong to be too 
good, unfortunately.

Mr. Gallagher. I believe before we go to Mr. Derwinski, tha t Pro 
fessor Bloomfield asked for an o pportunity  to clarify  a sta tement on 
preventive multilateral action.

Mr. Bloomfield. Well, perhaps one thing  would dramatize and 
make graphic the point I  have in mind.

In our most recent research, a study we did for the U.S. Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency on these 55 small wars since World 
War  II , their  anatomy, and so on, one thing  t ha t intrigued me enor
mously was the confirmation of something I had always sensed, as I  
am sure you have sensed, but I  had never seen numbers put to it  before.

It  took the form of a pair  of inverse curves. The first curve repre
sented options for conflict limitations available to governments 
through the U.N. through bila teral diplomacy, through courts, through 
regional organizations, through business organizations, through inter 
mediaries. We counted available options to be very high , case by case, 
in the early stages of conflicts tha t late r became wars.

This curve of available options, of course, declined as things got 
bloodier, guns came in and shooting began, until by the time someone 
called for a U.N. peacekeeping operation, the options were very 
shrunken and few indeed. The other curve I  would call the curve of  «
“noticing” tha t something is happening—noticing in places where 
people are very busy, like the Whi te House basement, and the Join t 
Chiefs of Staff, and perhaps the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
and the House Foreign Affairs Committee.

Mr. Fascell. They are much too busy.
Mr. Bloomfield. By the time governments begin to take action 

the options tha t can be used in this multi latera l area have shrunk 
to the point where they are few indeed. This, to me, graphically 
dramatized my own sense of frus tration with the whole process, both 
in government and in the U.N. If  you would like to see any further  
evidence of this, I  can only refer you to my latest book, Mr. Chairman, 
which, of course, I hate to do.
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Mr. Gallagher. Go right ahead, please.
Mr. Bloomfield. I ju st did.
Mr. Fascell. You might as well put the title in the record.
Mr. Bloomfield. “Control ling Small Wars,’’ by myself and 

Amelia C. Leiss.
Mr. Gallagher. Right. Thank you very much.
If  you would like to elaborate on that  in the record, please feel free 

to do so.
Air. Bloomfield. I think  my publisher would be satisfied with

• what I  just did.
Mr. Gallagher. Thank you.
Tha t is an interest ing illustration  of the problem, which is really 

why we are all here this morning discussing it.
Mr. Derwinski.
Air. Derwinski. Thank you, Air. Chairman.
I have been intrigued, gentlemen, as I peruse your prepared state

ments, and I  don 't thin k you are being either optimistic o r pessimistic, 
but you seem to dr ift  along in what I think is the  U.N. dream world, 
which doesn’t necessarily reflect the real ity of time.

But what intrigued me was in response to  questions t ha t various 
members have directed, there was finally reference to the fact, tha t 
the reason for the  fa ilure of U.N. to develop peacekeeping machinery7, 
and the frust ration wi th other U.N. failures, that one of the two super
powers, the Soviet Union, chooses to permit or disrupt U.N. proceed
ings when it suits thei r purpose, and they have chosen not to let the 
U.N. be effective.

Now, th is is obviously the case in the Aliddle East. This is the case 
in Vietnam. This may well be the situation in Nigeria, although every
body seems to th ink tha t i t is jus t a little civil war that finally ran i ts 
course.

We didn't partic ipate,  except for humanitarian actions. They  did, 
in the milita ry sense, and I am not even asking a question, I am jus t 
commenting on obvious frustrations . Air. Johnson, in your prepared 
statement, page 2, when you listed a few specific points.

Air. J ohnson. I haven’t got a text of the version you have.
Air. Derwinski. “When we talk  of peacekeeping, you must recog-

* nize that  we are concerned with disputes or conflicts that do not involve 
directly ei ther of the superpowers.”

Now, could you just tell me your definition directly, as you use it 
there?

» Air. J ohnson. AVell, yes.
The char ter never envisaged tha t the U.N. would be used to deal 

with a st ruggle between the Soviet Union and the United States, when 
it was a struggle, when it was a military struggle, and at least, by 
extension, i t was expected there would not be much use of  the U.N. 
in such a struggle at  the level of peaceful settlement.

And this falls in between, and I would assume that  if there is the 
use of milita ry force d irectly by the United States agains t the Soviet 
Union, or vice versa, the U.N. could not be used, and tha t peace
keeping would not-----

Air. Derwinski. In other words, what you a re saying is anything 
else is indirect. Direct  would be United States versus Soviet military 
involvement.
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Mr. J ohnson. Yes.
Mr. Derwinski. Any thing else, then, would be indirect ?
Mr. J ohnson. Tha t is right.
Now, Mr. Finge r, in his prepared statement, did point out tha t at the end of the Cuban missile crisis there  was the possibility of having the U.N. doing some policing, which the Cubans rejected, although, as I understand, the Soviet Union and the United States were not averse to this.
Mr. Derwinski. Now, Professor  Bloomfield, you made reference 

to the complications such as the Indo-Pakistan i, the Cypress conflicts.In the case of the Cyprus dispute, which the U.N. takes substantialcredit for having calmed down from time to time, isn’t  it also a fact
tha t if there was a connnonsense reason for calming it down, it wasthe fact that  both the Greek and Turk ish Governments, being NATO jall ies, felt a responsibility, and that  both Governments at the time
felt strong enough to survive public opinion at home, and make someconcessions to the other?

In other words, there was a rational basis in which the U.N. could participate.
Mr. Bloomfield. I think so. In  fact, I would expand what  you are saying this  way: I have said the U.N. doesn't get these problems until they are virtua lly insoluble, and I think what you are saying, correctly, is tha t at the same time, they have got to be easy enough to deal with so tha t the parties  will allow the U.N. in, and not insist on continuing to fight.
This reduces the number to a very small number.
Mr. Derwinski. Then later on in your statement, you make reference to ethnic and religious outbursts  as sources of possible world problems, and you mention Belgium, Ulster , et cetera.
It also occurs to me that  that might be an interesting concept to apply to the Soviet seizure of Czechoslovakia, which had at least if nothing else ethnic complexity, or a political complexity. The same 

problem might apply if Hungary or Bulgaria or Poland, any of these so-called satellites attempted to achieve independence.
When they would be motivated by nationalism or ethnic  forces. And then finally, Soviet Union, because of i ts Russian nationalistic forces, have to take action.
Would I be properly relating , your use of that,  your reference of tha t nationalism ?
Mr. Bloomfield. Congressman, I feel about tha t a littl e bit the way my former boss, Secretary Dulles, felt, who afte r publicizing the need to do something about Soviet suppression of Eastern European *States, when the Soviets did invade Budapest in 1956, immediately made a speech announcing that the United States had no intention of interfe ring.
T think  this  is the great dilemma fo r us, of Eastern Europe. I  was in Yugoslavia last year, where people at the highest level predicted a decade of collisions in Eastern Europe as a result of the breakup of the of the Soviet empire. I think , myself, there are some thin gs tha t the interna tional  community, such as i t is, can do, and I always regretted 

tha t a committee of consuls wasn’t formed in Budapest at the time of the invasion. But  of course to get the United  States to launch SAC was
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a d iffe ren t pro posit ion , whi ch was vetoed by the  Pres ide nt.  O ur  polic y 
was inac tion .

Somewhere betw een those two,  the re were  t he  t hing s I  w ould  arg ue  
th at  could be done.  On th is  po int , I mentioned the possibili ty of  a 
Sin o-S oviet  nucle ar war, which I  th in k is a t leas t a  st at ist ical  p ro ba bi l
ity , and 1 do n' t know  today  how low I  wou ld ra te  i t. Th is is one  where 
the  Sov iets  them selv es might  conceivably be int ere ste d, even thou gh  
we and  th ey alw ays  say the  U .N.  has no th ing to do w ith  these q uarre ls.  
I  hav e in mind some kin d of  U.N . in ter po sit ion,  pa rt icul ar ly  if  there 
con tinue to be bo rder tensions with  the  Chinese tryi ng  to  tak e over 
terr ito rie s th at  are  in dispute.

I wo uld n't  ru le out fo r a m inu te a  role  fo r an yone, i nc lud ing  the  U.N . 
because the consequences of  a  nuclear wa r wou ld be so horr endous fo r 
all o f  us th at  the  nicetie s cou ld lie over looked.

Mr. Derwinski . We ll, at  t hat  po int , Professor, I ref er  back  to  y ou r 
prep ared  tes tim ony . When you mentio ned  Sin o-S oviet dis pu tes  and 
the  pos sib ilit y therein , you are  ac tua lly , wi thou t say ing  so, re fe rr in g 
to an age-old eth nic  or  na tio na lis tic  a nim osity  and conflict.

Now to wha t deg ree,  could any o f you  gentle men see the U.N . ev en tu
ally  in a leg itima te and rat iona l fashio n h elping  min imize the se age-o ld 
and  obvious emo tional conf licts,  which are  at  the roo t of the Middle 
East dis pu te as well as they are the  Sino-So vie t ?

Mr. Bloomfield. I nd o- Pa ki stan , Cy prus , everyone of  them is th at .
Mr. Derwinsk i. Yes,  and  o ther  areas .
Am bas sad or F inger . I wou ld like  to , i f I  m ay, ans wer tha t question 

in a li tt le  b roader con tex t, to  get back to your  e ar lie r po int , Congres s
man Der win ski , and th at  is th at  peacekeep ing  opera tions,  firs t of  all , 
have not  nec essarily been consi stently sto pped by the Soviets.

In  fac t, more of  the m have helped  ou r side,  if  one tak es  a na rro w 
cold wa r look, than  theirs,  an d I th ink all of  them  hav e helped  wo rld  
peace. I f  one goes back  to the begin nin g, U.N . observe rs in Greece 
in 1946 who called att en tio n to outs ide in fil tra tio n—the so rt of th ings  
Professor Bloom field was ta lk in g abo ut—th is  was very he lpf ul fro m 
the  sta nd po in t o f s topp ing Comm unist agg ression a t th at  time.

The Leb anon acti on in 1958—the  U.N . observers  were  he lpfu l 
there. Korea , in 1950—the  Sov iets helped  there by boycott ing  t he  Se 
cu rit y Council , bu t the fact  is the  action took place . The Congo, ce r
ta in ly—one of  t he ir  reasons fo r being  so vio len tly  a ga inst U.N . peace
kee ping was t hat  the y feel th at it wou nd up  wi th a we ste rn- ori ented  
regim e. An d so there has  been a whole series of  use ful  opera tio ns  
des pite the Soviet at tit ud e.

The t hi ng  th at  makes us t hi nk  th at  maybe  th ey would  ha ve a great er  
intere st in pea cekeep ing is th at  they  are  ge tti ng  to be a much big ger 
and  more ma tur e coun try , wi th  a be tte r stan da rd  of  liv ing , and a 
gr ea te r int ere st in  sta bi lit y.  They st ar t off by being com pletely  sus 
pic ious of any  outside  forc e, wh eth er na tio na l or in tern at iona l, so 
essent ially, the y star ted loo kin g at  the  U.N . as a prop ag an da  forum , 
a deba tin g place,  and n othing  more.

Now an ythi ng  th at  moved it beyo nd th at  was in iti al ly  opposed  by 
the  Sov iets , and wh at is in te rest ing in the  new con text is th at  the y 
are  beg inn ing  to show some in ter es t in  U.N . p eacekee ping .

Natural ly , the y are no t go ing  to supp ort som eth ing  whi ch is go ing 
to be again st Sov iet in ter es t, any more th an  we wou ld su pp or t some- 
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th in g which  wou ld be ag ain st our inte res t. But  they  see t hat  some of 
these conflicts th at  star t as local could  sprea d, an d involve them .

Now as fo r the  que stio n of  can the U.N . get invo lved  in avoid ing  
some disputes  which  are  eth nic  in or igi n, or his tor ica l, it  would seem 
to me t ha t it cou ld in some cases, and  not  in others . I mean,  it is c lear 
that  the  in vas ion  of  H un ga ry , th e invasion  of Czechoslovakia,  were not  
thi ng s th at  the U.N . was equ ipped to dea l wi th,  because  to dea l with  
the m effectively  cou ld have m eant W orld  W ar  I I I .

Also,  in the  co nflic ts with in  a  co untry , such as the  N orthe rn Irel an d 
confl ict, we run  into the difficulty  o f no t ge tting  invo lved  in problem s 
which are  con sidered in ternal . Apa rth eid in So uth Af ric a is anoth er  
exam ple.  N ige ria  is  sti ll an othe r example.

Probably the U.N . will  con tinu e t o he  very gin gerly  in its appro ach 
to th at  kind of  e thn ic pro blem,  an d I  th in k it  is pr ud en t for  it  to do so, 
because ther e a re  so many  of  them  aro und the wor ld.

On the oth er ha nd , where  the re are  age-old quarr els , where there  
are  historical  differences,  some time s th roug h a com bination of  pa 
tience and —le t's  no t ca ll it o ptimism, but  a w illingn ess  to keep go ing — 
the insoluble wil l find  a solution,  the  Aus tri an  St ate Tr ea ty , to  give 
one of  the  pr ime examples. Some  of  the  tre ati es  on arm s con trol su r
pris ed people .

So, we have go t to  rea lize  th at  we are going to  fai l a lot  of  times, 
and many his tor ica l conf licts  a re goi ng to  go on. Ma ny eth nic  conflicts  
are  going to go on, bu t if  we work at  it,  we will  succeed some of  the  
time.

Mr. .Johnson. May I  say  ju st  a word on this, Mr.  Ch airma n?
Mr.  Gallagher. Mr. John son.
Mr. J ohnson. I t  seems to  me, Congressm an Derwinsk i, th at  you 

have rais ed an  issue  th a t is going  to  be one of  th e most troublesome  
fo r all of  us in  th is  dec ade  ahe ad,  because it  is the  issue of at  what 
stag e does the  inter na tio na l com munity  h ave  th e righ t o r feel the  need 
to inte rven e in wh at ma y be in iti al ly  a domestic  situ ation .

I  am rem inded here th a t essent iall y it  was because t he  F renc h said  
Ind och ina  was a part  of  the Fr en ch  Government , and under Fr en ch  
con trol  th at  the  Fr en ch  opposed br inging  Indo ch ina into the Un ite d 
Na tions in 1953-54. “ Thi s is  our  own dom estic  business. You keep ou t.”

And  the resu lt of fol low ing  t hat Fr en ch  insi sten ce seems to me to 
have been no th ing bu t to ta l tra ge dy  for eve rybody , inc lud ing  the  
Fre nch .

I th ink we a re go ing  t o have th is kind  o f q ues tion  ra ised, and I  sus
pec t in each case it  is go ing to be de al t with on a somewh at ad  hoc 
basis , with some awarenes s of  wh at local  groups  can do.

Now, one of  the  t hi ng s th a t I suspec t led to  the  q uest ion of  Bia fra 
not bein g brou gh t int o the  U.N . was the wil ling ness of  th e Organ iza
tio n of  A fri can Uni ty  a t least t o say  they  were g oin g to  try  to  do some
th in g abo ut it,  and you  may rem ember  th at  fo ur  heads of  Afr ican  
State s d id hold some meetings. I t  may  have h ad  some effect,  bu t I  th in k 
th is is going t o be a very trou blesom e problem fo r anybod y in foreig n 
offices and foreign  aff air s commit tees , and fo re ign rel ations com mit 
tees, fo r a long time  to come.

Mr.  Derwinsk i. Tha nk  you, Mr. Ch airma n.
Mr. Gallagher. Tha nk  you, M r. D erw inski.
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I was ra ther intrigued by your matte r of fastness, or perhaps the 
matter of fastness of some Yugoslavs who foresee that the next decade 
will see a series o f collisions in Easte rn Europe,  as a result of the 
breakup of the Soviet empire.

Do they view this as imminent ?
Mr. Bloomfield. Well, this was at a time, sir, when they were 

digging up revetments around Surcin Airp ort,  expecting possible 
landings, and I think their  mood was a rath er tense one. They had 
looked at what happened at Czechoslovakia two weeks before, and 

. they were afraid  tha t someone would walk through Rumania, and not
stop.

However, this is a longer term prediction.
Mr. Gallagher. This is Rumania ?

v Mr. Bloomfield. No, this  is Yugoslavia. I think in part , it
may be a sense tha t the Yugoslav model is one tha t is going to be 
emulated. But I happened to be in Eas t Berlin  2 weeks ago, and I 
wouldn’t put a bet down on any breach in Communist security there, 
short of a lot of people marching in to help them. It  is under control.

So, I don’t know how to evaluate the Yugoslav prediction, except 
it seems to me as good as any other prediction, including those tha t 
we have made here this morning.

Mr. F ascell. Maybe we ought to make a few more to confuse them. 
Mr. Derwinski. Do they  make theirs with a computer, like you do, 

or without  it ?
Mr. Bloomfield. I use computers to validate my predictions, not 

make them, Congressman.
Mr. Gallagher. Are there  any further questions ?
Mr. F relinghuysen. I have no other questions, Mr. Chairman. I 

do thin k we ought to thank  these gentlemen for a very stimula ting 
morning.

Mr. F ascell. Excellent.
Mr. F relinghuysen. The problems are very real, and we certa inly 

share your interest in them. I hope these continuing sessions are going 
to be useful. I am not quite sure what is going to come out of them, 
but the discussion of topics such as these is helpful  to us, at least.

Mr. F ascell. I thin k i t helps to  keep talking and maybe crystallize, 
• perhaps  antagonize, and hopefully  stimulate, and who knows? You

can’t ever tell. A new idea may materialize.
Mr. F relinghuysen. One thin g tha t disturbs me is tha t a case 

against the  United Nations can be built, if one wants to do it, by people 
« who are strongly interested in protecting the interests of the United

States. And yet it does seem to. me far more important tha t we in the 
United States recognize that  a case can be made for the United Na
tions, as a way in which our own interests can be protected.

What is needed is to provide the balance, to show the usefulness of 
the U.N., and ways in which i t can be of continuing  usefulness.

Mr. J ohnson. Coming back to your point, Mr. Frelinghuysen, your  
earlier  point, I  think it  is very important t ha t the case be made for the  
United Nations as not the only answer, and I think none of us here 
would want to have it appear th at we think the United Nations is the 
only answer.

We are not talk ing about NATO, but if w’e were t alking about 
NATO, you would get very different emphasis.
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Air. Frelinghuysen. We have another committee talking about 
NATO. Maybe you would like to come again , Mr. Johnson.

Mr. Johnson. No, sir.
Mr. Derwinski. You feel, then, it is perfectly logical not to expect 

too much of the U.N., that perhaps there has been too much wishful 
thinking.

Mr. J ohnson. Yes.
Mr. Derwinski. By observers, students, by let us say, the philo

sophical or ivory tower concept of the U.N.
Mr. J ohnson. I think very much. I t is the worst enemy of a poten

tially  useful means of diplomacy, I think.
Mr. F relinghuysen. I do have one question to ask Mr. Finger, Air. 

Chairman.
On page 8 of your statement, you had some reference to  the impor

tance of the United Nations as a peacekeeping force. This r ang  a bell 
with me, because our report  to the Foreign  Affairs Committee in 1965 
talked about the importance of the U.S. not letting these functions 
drif t.

You say, “We must never le t the laggards determine the pace and 
call the shots on matters which are vital to the national interest of the 
United  States .”

The sad par t is, as a practical matter, how can we prevent the lag
gards from sett ing the pace, even though we don’t want to  see the U.N. 
used this way? This is a basic problem we are faced with. We could, in 
theory, pu t up 90 percent of financing for operations which we thought 
was consequential to us, but wouldn’t we in the process destroy the 
United Nations?

So do we not as a practical matter , have the practical  problem of 
pushing the laggards, since we cannot take over the  United Nations 
and run it as an instrument of U.S. policy ?

In other words, it  sounds nice to say, “We must never let the lag
gards determine the pace,” but as a prac tical matter, aren’t we obliged 
to let others determine the pace ?

Ambassador F inger. Well, not quite, Congressman Frelinghuysen. 
Just since 1965, for example, or 1964, we have a Cyprus operation, 
because we were not willing to let the laggards—in thi s case, it would 
have been the Soviet Union and France—determine the pace. They 
were willing to stand aside, not to obstruct, but it was our determi
nation that  the operation should go forward,  that  and our allies and 
other governments in those countries I mentioned who are put ting  the 
forces in there.

Simultaneously, in things like the  Aliddle East and Kashmir, it re
quired effort, but we do have collective financing.

This is the kind of thing  I  mean, tha t the easy way would be to just  
settle back to say :

Well, if everybody doesn’t pay, and if everybody is not inte reste d, why should 
the United Sta tes take the lead, or why should the United Sta tes  join  with  half  
a dozen other  good peacekeepers, to do something about it ?

That would be easy, but I don't thin k we ought ever to relax that 
way. I  think that we ought to try to move toward our own goals. Some
times they will hang  onto our legs so strongly we won't be able to move, 
but whenever we can, we want to go forward. This is the import of 
what I said.
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What I meant when I said we shouldn't let the laggards call the 
shots was tha t if we insisted every time tha t there must be financing 
in the U.N. budget, just as one example, and tha t otherwise, nothing 
should go forward, they could easily stop th e whole thing  by saying, 
“All right , we won't pay.”

Mr. F relinghuysex. All right.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. For  the purpose of the  record, back in 1961, P res i

dent Kennedy suggested tha t destroying arms was not enough, tha t we
„ should do more, and suggested th at nations earmark  units for special

peacekeeping functions, and t ha t these units be made available to  the 
United Nations.

I would ask how many nations have in fact earmarked troops for
» U.N. services, if any ?

Ambassador F inger. Well, sir, some have done so. The Canadians, of 
course. The Nordic countries have not only earmarked personnel, but 
they have joint  train ing,  for example, most notably in Sweden, but 
including Finland, Sweden, Norway, and Denmark. All four  of those 
have done some earmarking.

The Dutch have also. The Iris h have not done specific ea rmarking, 
but virtually  their whole force is available.

Air. Gallagher. Probably heading into Ulster.
Ambassador F inger. Well, tha t might require them coming back, 

but for now, at  least. Nine or 10 countries have earmarked units, most 
of whom have peacekeeping experience. Then there are countries like 
India , whose mil itary establishments are so huge in terms of infantry 
tha t they don’t have to earmark, and the United  States, on its side, has 
taken a roughly similar  position with respect to logistics. “We don’t 
have to earmark th is plane, or  that one; when the time comes, we will 
find a way to get it off the shelf.”

So, the earmarking system is not as good and as regu lar as it ought 
to be. We have stimulated  it somewhat by this study on peacekeep
ing operations, which was a U.S. initia tive in the fall of 1967, and 
which forms the basis of this working group exercise we are now in. I f 
we agree on guidelines, we think a lot more countries will be interested 
in earmarking and preparedness.

* Air. Gallagher. Has there been any agreement on standardization 
or guidelines ?

Ambassador F inger. AVe have, sir, in the working group, agreed on 
five of eight chapters on observer operations. AVe include some provi-

* sion for standardizing guidelines for units in the field, and that  was 
the easy part. The technical par t, it is not hard  to get agreement on. 
Our big problem has been on the question of who appoints the com
mander, who decides on the force composition at the time an operation 
begins.

In  short, who gives the day-to-day, week-to-week orders? Th at is 
what we are negot iating on, but the other part of it, of developing 
manuals, developing SO P’s and that sor t of thing, this has been going 
on.

Air. Gallagher. I would like to ask one final question. AAre have 
had 54 wars in the 25 years of the U.N.’s existence. W hat is the prog
nosis for the next 25 years ? Is  it hopeful ?
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Mr. Bloomfield. Thirty-seven and a half  new ones. T think 
it is moot, whether it is hopeful or not, sir, but you know, you did n't 
ask any questions about arms control. I would like to say that I think 
regardless of arms control and disarmament agreements, most of  the 
conflicts we are talk ing about are just not even relevant to strategic 
arms, or even massive conventional arms, and so therefore, the handles 
we have over them are almost nonexistent.

May I end with a statement that  I think belongs in your record. 
It  was said by a very sensible Englishman, a few years ago, talk ing 
about the United Nations. It  may capture  the spir it of at least my 
view. •

lie said, “The  grea t tragedy of the United Nations is tha t it has 
become indispensable before it  has become effective.”

And I  think th at sums up the problem we have.
Mr. Gallagher. I think  tha t is a very good summation.
I might ask of you three gentlemen, what additional arms control 

steps have the  best prospects for adoption in the 1970’s?
Mr. J ohnson. Well, I hope th at the things tha t SALT is working 

on have some prospects. I hate to see us mess around with MIR V’s 
and ABM’s going ahead. This frightens me. Whether there are pros
pects or not, I simply can’t say.

I don’t know whether there is any real interest outside of a few 
people in the United States, and those people, a good many o f them, 
working around  and with Lincoln Bloomfield, in a really serious 
effort to control the traffic in arms. Nobody but Mr. Bloomfield has 
talked about having the U.N. do what the League did, what he men
tioned here this morning—keeping a record of who is supplying 
whom. This is one of the ignored areas, and even if we couldn’t do too 
much in massive controls, i f -we could keep a few of these people from 
getting some of the weapons that  permit them to start little  struggles, 
we would be helping things a great  deal.

Mr. Gallagher. I guess I would have to ask Ambassador Finger 
why we don’t.

Mr. Johnson. I don’t mean to put him on the spot.
Mr. Fascell. How about an Internatio nal Citizens Committee to 

do what Professor Bloomfield is talking about?
Mr. Bloomfield. I  propose th at Dr. Johnson’s organization do it, 

if the U.N. won’t because he is right across the street from there.
Mr. Gallagher. Well, then, a fter  you say the U.N. won’t, and will 

you, Dr. Johnson?
Ambassador F inger. Mr. Chairman, all I can say about the U.N. 

is tha t efforts to get that done so far  have run into opposition, as 
Professor Bloomfield has pointed out, from the smaller countries, 
and it is still a one-country, one-vote organization. We just have to 
produce a market.

Now, I wouldn’t predict tha t for  the indefinite future , tha t will 
always be so.

Mr. J ohnson. I think we should add, Mr. Chairman, for the  record, 
tha t both under  President Johnson and under President Nixon, there 
have been serious efforts to try  to get the Russians to sit down and 
talk seriously about the traffic in arms to the Middle East,  and the 
number of “Nyet’s” that  have been received, I can’t count them; per-
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haps Ambassador Finger knows how many there are, but there has 
been no willingness yet even to talk about how one might talk about 
sitting down.

The U.S. Government has in tha t part icular area made really seri
ous efforts, so fa r to no avail, and th is should go on the record.

Mr. Gallagher. I would like to ask Professor Bloomfield, what 
are the prospects for a treaty to prohibi t the implan tation  of nuclear 
weapons on the ocean floor.

Air. Bloomfield. Well, Ambassador Finger  has been closer to this 
diplomatically than I. I think in general, sir, the prospects are  good, 
in tha t the two countries most likely to be able to do i t seem to wish 
to keep tha t environment free of nuclear weapons.

The opposition, curiously enough, came not from the Russians, but 
from other countries th at have o ther fish to fry, I guess would be an 
apt expression.

Air. Gallagher. Tha t is the only way to do it.
Air. Bloomfield. Who claim 200 miles of terr itor ial waters, such 

as Peru or Ecuador, or who are suspicious of the lack of inspec
tion provisions. Nevertheless I think whatever the United States and 
the Russians want to  do with  respect to strategic nuclear weapons will 
probably be done, and I would rate tha t one as quite likely. I  would 
rate as somewhat less likely an agreement on limitation or freezing 
of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, such as will be discussed in 
Vienna and Helsinki. Again, I don’t see the U.N. as playing much 
of a role there. I thin k Dr. Johnson’s point is extremely important 
concerning thi s issue of conventional arms, which most people ignore 
except either to buy or to sell, in  great quantity.

Air. Gallagher. I have one final question; perhaps you will all take 
a crack at it.

Do arms control measures offer the best method of reducing the risk 
of conflicts between great powers, and U.N. peacekeeping machinery 
the best method of  promoting the  resolution of conflicts between small 
nations ?

Air. J ohnson. AVell, tha t is a whole speech, sir.
Air. Gallagher. That is a whole speech, yes.
Air. J ohnson. AVell, I will sta rt off. Arms control measures are 

essential but not sufficient, I suppose, is what  I would say on this 
score; also, t hat  I  do th ink that in the present status of the relations 
between the United States and the Soviet Union, the problem of main
taining the deterrent on both sides, and if possible, avoiding escala
tion, is of crucial importance, absolutely crucial importance.

I can’t personally predict  or  imagine what the world would be like 
if we sta rt in an ABM and AIIRV race in the near future. So that th is 
is important.

On the  other hand, I think  you are going always to have questions, 
political questions tha t have to be dealt with concurrently. They may 
change from time to time. It  may be th at although not openly dealt 
with in the form of a t reaty , some political issues will be settled be
tween ourselves and the Soviet Union, and I can imagine some under
standing about relations with China, in years ahead.

This is the kind of thin g I am talking  about.
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As fo r peacekeeping, I  think it is impor tant, but again, I  come back 
to the fact tha t we haven’t really begun to approach the hurdle of 
how you move from putt ing a lid on the  conflict to dealing with the 
fundamenta l issues tha t lead to the conflict, to bringing about some 
kind of a settlement, and I would hope, frankly, tha t your committee 
in its report, whatever report  it may submit on these hearings, will 
refer to the fact tha t there is something called the peaceful settle
ment of disputes, and the record is  pret ty poor.

Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Finger?
Ambassador F inger. Well, sir, on these two points, I think tha t 

on arms control. Dr. Johnson has expressed what I  feel. I f there are 
under lying conflicts, even with a level of arms half  of what we each 
have, of course, we could fight a disastrous war, so it is not the com
plete answer. J

It  would, of course, release resources for so many important things 
tha t i t is worth while pursuing for th at reason alone, if i t can be done 
without injuring our security.

Now in peacekeeping, I  t hink one of the things our discussion has 
brought out this morning is t ha t we should not concentrate on just 
put ting  people there, when shooting actually breaks out. I think 
tha t Professor Bloomfield’s notion tha t we try  to look at it in the 
early stages, before conflicts break out, and then with Dr. Johnson’s 
point, tha t you have to couple with it peacemaking, to get at the 
solution, is the o ther essential element in looking at  this  question.

Mr. Gallagher. Thank you. Professor Bloomfield, would you like 
to add anything ?

Mr. Bi jOOMfield. No, sir; I th ink you have covered the ground.
Mr. Gallagher. On behalf of the subcommittee, I want to thank 

you gentlemen for an extremely valuable morning. We appreciate it 
very, very much.

(Whereupon, at 12:54 p.m., the  subcommittee was adjourned.)
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H ouse  of  R e pr e se n t a t iv e s ,
C o m m it t e e  on  F oreig n  A f fa ir s ,

S u b c o m m it t e e  on  I n te r n a t io n a l
O rga n iz a tio n s  and  M o v e m e n ts ,

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant  to recess, at 2 p.m., in room 2200, 

Rayburn  House Office Building, Hon. Cornelius E . Gallagher (cha ir
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. Gallagher. The subcommittee will come to order.
It  seems that with the President of France being here, and a state 

luncheon at the White House, we are experiencing some competition 
for the attendance of our Members.

According to a report issued recently by a group of distinguished 
experts headed by Lester Pearson, former Prime Minister of Canada, 
“The widening gap between the developed and the developing coun
tries has become a central issue of our times.”

This afternoon, the subcommittee proposes to address itself to this 
“central issue.”

Specifically, in continuing  our hearings on the United Nations, the 
subcommittee will try to ascertain what the U.N. is doing, and what 
it can do in the future , to help bridge the development gap.

The subcommittee has invited three experts in the field of mul ti
lateral development, assistance to help us with that  task.

They are: Ambassador Glenn Olds, U.S. Representative  in the 
Economic and Social Council of the United Nations:

Mr. David Bell, executive vice president of the Ford  Foundation,  
whose distinguished career of public service included assignments as 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget and as Administrator of the 
Agency for International  Development, which is no small task, I might 
say, and which he carried out with distinction.

I know of no one held in greater  respect by the Foreign Affairs 
Committee and other Members of the Congress than  Mr. Be ll; and

Mr. Edward Hami lton, vice president and senior fellow at the 
Brookings Inst itution, who recently completed a special assignment 
as the Executive Secretary of the Pearson Commission.

Gentlemen, we are delighted to welcome you here th is afternoon.
We have your  w ritten statements before us. At this point, we would 

like to ask you to summarize your statements orally, confining those
(117)
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opening remarks to not more than  15 minutes each. A fter that,  we 
will proceed with questions from the subcommittee.

Before proceeding, the biographical sketches of each of the witnesses 
will be placed into the record.

(The document is as follows:)
Glenn A. Olds  is th e U.S.  R ep re se nta tive to th e Ec on om ic an d So cia l Council  

(ECO SO C)  of  the U ni ted Nati on s.
A m ba ss ad or  Olds was  bo rn  in Sh erwoo d,  Or egon , an d a tt ended  W il la m et te  

U ni ve rs ity , G arr e tt  Th eo logi ca l Sem in ar y,  N or th w es te rn  U ni ve rs ity , an d Ya le 
Unive rs ity . H e be gan his  ed uca tional  care er as  an  ass is ta n t in s tr uc to r in ph ilo s
ophy  a t Yale  an d ha s he ld  po si tion s a t D eP au w  U ni ve rs ity , G a rr e tt  Th eo logica l 
Se m in ar y.  N orthw es te rn  Un iv. , D en ve r Un iv. , an d Co rnell  Un iv.  He was  pre si de nt  
of Sp rin gf ie ld  (M as s. ) Co llege fr om  1958 to  1965, an d be came Exe cu tive  Dea n,  
In te rn a ti ona l S.tudi es an d W or ld  Affai rs , a t th e S ta te  U ni ver si ty  of  New Yo rk in  
1965 w he re  he  re m ai ned  u n ti l h is  ap po in tm en t to  th e  U ni te d N at ions .

A m ba ss ad or  Ol ds  has se rv ed  as  a  co nsu lt an t to th e Pe ac e Corps  an d the U.S. 
Ar ms  Con tro l an d D is ar m am ent Ag enc y. H e is a tr ust ee  of th e A lb er t Sc hw ei tzer  
Fou nd at io n,  d ir ecto r of  th e  Li sle  Fel lo wsh ip , an d au th o r of  nu m er ou s ar ticl es , 
an d The C hr is tian  Cor re ct ive to th e Cam pu s Con fusio n,  pu bl ishe d in  1953.

D avi d E.  Be ll,  Exe cu tive  Vice P re si den t of  th e F ord  Fou nd at io n, w as  bo rn  in 
N or th  D ak ot a an d ed uca te d a t Po mon a (C al if .)  Co llege  an d a t H arv ard  Uni 
ve rs ity . Exc ep t fo r 3 years  of w art im e se rv ice in th e  U.S.  M ar in e Co rps , he  was  
as so ci at ed  w ith th e B ure au  of  t he  B ud ge t from  1942 unti l he  be came A dm in is tr a
tive  A ss is ta nt to P re si den t T ru m an  (1 95 1- 53 ). He became Adv isor  in  ge ne ra l 
econom ics  to th e  G ov er nm en t of P a k is ta n ’s P la nnin g B oa rd  an d Pro je ct  Fi el d 
Su pe rv isor  fo r th e  H arv ard  Adv iso ry  Group  (195 4- 57 ). He co nt in ue d hi s as so ci a
tio n w ith H arv ard  as  a le c tu re r in  eco nomics (19 57 -61) an d as  se cr et ar y  of th e 
G ra duate  School of Publ ic  A dm in is tr at io n (1 95 9- 61 ). Mr . Be ll was  ap po in ted 
D irec to r of  th e B ure au  of  th e Bud ge t in 1961 an d A dm in is tr a to r of the Agency 
fo r In te rn a ti ona l Dev elop men t in 1962. H e re m aine d w ith AID  unti l 1967 wh en  
he  became Exe cu tive  Vic e P re si den t of  For d Fou nd at io n.

E dw ar d K.  H am il to n  is  Vic e P re si den t an d Se nior  Fe llo w in  Fo re ig n Po lic y 
Stu di es  a t The  B ro ok ings  In st it u ti on .

Mr.  H am il to n is a na ti ve  of  M in ne so ta , but  grew  up  in  Lou is ia na  an d Iowa.  
He has  de gree s from  th e  U niv er si ty  of  M in ne so ta  an d H arv ard  Unive rs ity . li e  
se rv ed  w ith th e In te rn a ti ona l Div is ion,  B ure au  of  th e B udget;  as  A ss is ta nt  to 
D irec to r of  t he  B ure au  of th e  B ud ge t in  1963 an d 1964; and a s  Se nior  Mem ber of  
th e N at io na l Sec ur ity Co un cil  S ta ff  a t th e  W hi te  Hou se  from  1965 to  1968. Most 
re ce nt ly , Mr . H am il to n w as  th e Exec ut iv e Sec re ta ry  an d Sta ff  D irec to r of  th e 
Co mm iss ion  on In te rn a ti ona l Dev elop men t (t he Pea rs on Co mm iss ion ) which  
issu ed  t he  r eport  Par tn er s in  D ev el op m en t (Oct.  1 969).

Mr. Gallagher. Ambassador Olds, please proceed.

STATEM ENT OF AMBASSADOR GLEN N OLDS, U.S. RE PR ES EN TA TIVE
IN  TH E ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL OF TH E UN ITE D
NATIONS

Ambassador Olds. With your permission, I  will tr y to speak more 
extemporaneously than my tex t would provide.

I am mindful, having listened to the President of France, of a 
comment made by Benjamin Franklin , our first Ambassador to the 
Court of France on the eve of the French Revolution, writing home 
to America and speaking of the King of France. He said:

Und er  no rm al  ci rc um stan ce s,  he  wou ld  ha ve  been  a g re a t kin g,  bu t he  has  
in her it ed  a  re vo lu tio n.

Tha t might be a backdrop as a kind of a text  fo r what I  shall want 
to say today. Under normal circumstances, what we have done in the
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United States to try  to close the development gap has been enormous 
and great.

But  we, too, like the France  of tha t day, have inherited  a revolution, 
and the magnitude  and sweep of tha t revolution which widens the 
gap creates the context within which I thin k we have to measure our 
own circumstance.

I, unlike the  others in this distinguished series of hearings, and my 
colleagues today, am not a professional in this field, Mr. Chairman. I 
am a garden  var iety American who real ly backed in to this  assignment 

w out of a series of unplanned events, and with a deepened sense of civic
responsibility. Since I  have never testified before, it does seem to me 
appropriate , and I hope not impertinent, for you to know just a word 
about tha t garden varie ty context because what I have to say will be 

•» heavily shaped by who I am and where I have been.
I have come to the United  Nations in an unpredictable  route. I was 

born and reared in one of those parochial pockets of homogeneous 
culture in Oregon on a farm  and a logging camp. My world was about 
a county wide and even until  I  was ready to graduate  from Willamette 
Univers ity about 30 miles from home. I t was in that year, on Decem
ber 7,1941, that I  discovered that there was another world.

That  afternoon at 2 o’clock, our football team was to have played 
the University of Hawaii in Honolulu. We never played tha t game, 
but the events of tha t experience were suddenly to erup t in my life 
and outlook and remind me that what happened on the other side of 
the globe reached down in my block.

My two college roommates were killed and my life, in a sense, has 
been set in the context and conviction that whatever I continue to  do 
as a layman it ought to have some bearing  on t ryin g to insure tha t 
that  kind of tragedy should not happen again.

From a chaplain  to a universi ty teacher to a college president , I 
have really pursued this  with the kind of nonpar tisan political 
perspective; I  have come, therefore , to this assignment as an innocent 
consequence of writing a little  art icle entitled  “The New Approach to 
Foreign Policy” which Mr. Nixon read and asked me to serve as his 
special assistant  for policy development durin g the campaign and 
subsequently in this role for the last 11 months as the Ambassador to

* the Economic and Social Council.
I wouldn’t offend the intelligence of you distinguished men by com

menting at length on what tha t assignment entails. I have p ut before 
you a chart  which gives you the scope of the 36 agencies fo r which

* this responsibility is discharged. But I want  to suggest tha t with the 
sweep of this responsibi lity, all of the specialized agencies and the 
other factors of the U.N., I think  you can imagine my shock when I  
arrived, bright-eyed and bushy-tailed, for this assignment at the U.S. 
Mission at the U.N. to ask what kind  of support  we were receiving for 
this enterprise and discovered th at the collective contribut ion of the 
world to this last best hope for peace, the U.N., was roughly 28 cents 
per person, per year, or to trans late it now in the language of the 
U.S. contribution, it is just  under $1 per person, per year, about hal f 
the price of a show, a littl e less than what it costs for a pound of 
meat, and about the  price of a small box of bandaids.

I asked the man that I met where my staff was and he said, “You 
are talking to him.” I thought he had to be kidding . I  discovered, how
ever, tha t there were three  o ther men tha t had just left the office but 
when they re turned  and with the two loaned from A ID, with six pro-
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fessionals, were to man the U.S. representation  in respect to the co
ordina tion of our multil ateral  interests in the U.N.

Mr. Gallagher. I sympathize with your predicament. That  is why I keep telling everyone we shouldn’t cut foreign aid money and have 
adequate, efficient stall' to adminis ter it.

Ambassador Olds. I am glad you read my footnotes on the run.I obviously come today with a deep sense of shock and the reverbera
tions of that shock, in my conviction that American families are contributin g more than $850 per year, per family, for milita ry expenditures, could do better than $1 a person a year for this.

Mr. B ingham. Could I interrup t just a moment ?
Ambassador Olds. Yes.
Mr. B ingham. I  do have to leave, and I wanted to say as one of your predecessors that I was very happy that you could be here. I also wish that  our colleague, Mr. Gross, were here so that  he could hear in this case, the Office of the Ambassador to the Economic and Social Council, Park inson’s Law has not been in effect. There has been no increase.

In fact, I think there has been a slight decrease since my day.Ambassador Olds. Thank you. I hope there will be some way of transmit ting that to Mr. Gross in some approp riate  form.
Mr. Gallagher. We will b ring your speech to his attention.
Ambassador Olds. Final ly, and I hope it is not impertinent, Mr. Chairman,  what I have to say is schooled in a sense obviously of both impatience and a sense of urgency and a handful of homemade convictions which you might expect from a misplaced philosopher, to condition what T now want to say.
There are six propositions in the school of hard knocks that seem to me to be p retty  close to the perspective with which we deal with other people and with  ourselves.
T just toss them out because they do provide the context for my evaluation of this gap.
The first is we reap what we sow. We don’t defy the law of grav ity when we leap from a cliff: we illustrate it.
Second, there are no shortcuts to truth . The oversimplified notion tha t there is some simple answer to a complex problem seems to me to be pursuit of the will-o’-the-wisp.
Third, there is no legislating law without representation. TTealthy societies, like healthy bodies, require the exercise of responsibility. My *pushups don’t help your waist and my declarations don’t help your fulfillment of partic ipation.
Fourth, the test  of what a man believes is what he does. We either put our money where our mouth is or we shut up, or we will be shut up. *Fif th,  that the best discipline of power is in its diffusion. The p yra 

miding of one kind of power to contain another is an invitation to violence.
Finally, privilege imposes obligation. Tt is in tha t context tha t I 

have seven swift points T want to make about the U.N.’s role in a comprehensive sense in closing this development gap.
The first point is to remind us, T think, tha t development is peacemaking. It  was once said that man’s perfectabil ity makes government possible. Man’s pervertib ility makes it necessary.
This committee has  been listen ing to those who have been speaking to the effort to contain man’s pervert ibility, his passion for power, which is the security side of the U.N.
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The other side of the U.N., which is much less well known, has to 
do with the release of man's potent iality,  the concern to enlighten 
his economic and social welfare and outlook as a critical ingredient  
of development.

As the Pope recently said, development is in our time now, another 
name for peace.

The second point is that the widening gap between the rich and 
poor nations is an invitation to disaster. This is not a poetic phrase ; 
this is a description of hard  fact. In spite of our best efforts, Mr. 
Chairman, a scattering of statistics make the point vividly.

Here I want to be precise. Though the United States represents 
only 6 percent of the  world's population, we consume over 50 percent 
of the world's nonrecurring  resources, and our gross national product, 
which reaches this  ye ar a tri llion  dollars is 30 times greate r than the 
collective capacity of one-third of the population of the world.

We define poverty at $3,000 a year, yet two-thirds of the world 
struggle to get thei r per capita income up to $200 a year.

Our life expectancy is now over 70 years of age, while 50 percent 
of the world's population may expect to die by the age of 40.

Over 50 percent of our school age population now enjoy higher  
education, while 50 percent of the school age children of over 50 
percent of the world will attend  no school.

Thi rty-four  percent of the world's population living in the more 
developed countr ies live on 97.5 percent of the world’s product, while 
66 percent  of the people living in less developed countries live on 12 2̂ 
percent of the product.

At the present time, this is a difference of some $3,500 per capita 
which divide the have and have not nations.

But on the basis of curren t population trends, by the year 2000 
this difference will reach nearly $9,000, with $10,000 a year in the 
United  States, $500 a year in Brazil, and $200 in India .

In the year 1975, the dependent children in lesser developed coun
tries alone will equal the total population of the more developed 
world.

Moreover, 20 percent of the male population in these countries are 
unemployed, and most of these children under 15 are obviously also 
unemployed. The magnitude of this simply staggers the imagination.

The dr ift  toward disaster was gathered  up in the fur the r obser
vation of former Secretary of Defense McNamara recently when 
he observed the relation between the incidence of violence and the 
economic status of the countries afflicted.

Among the security crises since World War II , only two countries 
with a per capita  income in excess of $750 a year have undergone a 
major and violent inte rnal upheaval.

On the other hand, roughly  90 percent of these countries with 
per capita incomes of $100 or less have suffered an average of two 
outbreaks of violence in the same period.

Clearly, the line of tension has shifted from east to west, from 
north  to south, and a world spending over $750 billion for milit ary 
security, which is 25 times what it spends for economic and social 
development, is one flirting  with disaster.
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The third point is tha t gaps are man made. They are not ordained 
of God. They root in a distortion of the deeper human condition of 
interdependence.

The notion tha t these gaps are God given or ordained of nature 
or reflect real capacities or  rewards of the real world—nothing could 
be fur ther from the truth. All tha t we know about nature at the 
root of our scientific and technical revolution and all tha t we know 
about human nature at the root of the educational explosion in the 
modern world gives a lie to this concept of the permanence of the 
gap-

We know our world is one world, that  it is interdependent, tha t 
it is organic and whole.

Our recent attention to the problem of the environment under 
scores this belated recognition, and human nature  is remarkably *
resilient and comparable wherever it is found.

It  strikes me, Mr. Chairman, that much of the rude awakening 
and restless revolution of our time is the growing recognition on 
the pa rt of the world that this is so. Indeed, and tha t is my fourth  
point, the American revolution set the pace fo r this recognition, and 
it rejected the political, economic and social sanction for this gap 
psychology. Rooted as it was in the concept of the  natural law of the 
18th century and its conviction about the unity of the world and 
the promise o f every man, the American Revolution in its Declara 
tion of Independence denied categorically a divinely or politically  
ordained view of the world as divided into the rich and poor, strong 
and weak, deserving and undeserving.

And the reverberations of th is revolution which have taken a great 
deal of forms are now a t work in the world. Indeed, and tha t is the 
point I want to make, it is the inspiration of th at revolution which we 
are now called upon to help to harvest.

It  is no surprise, except to some of us, tha t the Asian leader who 
opened the Conference on Southeast Asia Interdependence and De
pendence opened th at conference which we boycotted by the reference 
and the quotation of Longfellow’s Pau l Revere.

Whatever we may have forgotten about our heritage , the rest of the 
world is now quickening in the ir restless effort to catch up. This hope, 
which is rooted in both our motivation and our example, is the key to •
the clue both of the nature of the  gap and the hunger  to close it.

It  roots in what is righ t, not in some veiled do-good sentimentality, 
some secondhand reinforcement to fight communism or some disguised 
version of enlightened self-interest. *

It  is rooted in the grasp of the righ t relationship between man and 
nature and between man and man, and the interdependence of our 
real world.

It  is not pious poetry to say so long as any man is in chains I am not 
free. Development is not aid, char ity or paternal ism of the rich for 
the poor, of the strong for the weak.

It  is the requirement of nature and human nature , grasped intu 
itively, to  be sure, by an earlier moral and philosophical insight.

But, now the scientific sophistication br ings home the real fact about 
life, which is interdependence and its fullest realization or perish.

The sixth point  has to do with the U.N.’s response in giving global
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form to th is interdependent character of our real world. I t would take 
a book, really, to rehearse its successes in this swif t 25 years, but in this 
area, most recently in the last 10.

During the sixties, the economic targ et of the second development 
decade of 5 percent was largely achieved. School enrollments were 
doubled.

The green revolution is just now beginning to dawn on the world. 
The United Nations development program, which acts as a resource 
and coordinator  of this system of agencies, has been even more dra matically at work.

Just a sketch of the broad profile of that  accomplishment : Its  
mounted projects and preinvestment and technical assistance exceed
ing $2 ^ billion in voluntary contributions, counterpart and local costs. 
These expenditures have in turn  generated more than $3 billion in followup investment.

Led by our distinguished American colleague, Paul  Iloffman, its 
record from 1959 to 1969 is a near miracle, from 110 countries served 
to 110, from 2,400 experts to 9,000, from 2,150 fellowships to 7,000, 
from $37 million to $230 million of pledges, an increase of sixfold in 
a 10-year period. This stream of 60,000 experts and 400,000 trained  
nationa ls have helped to build 200 applied research inst itutes  and sus
tained over 300 large-scale projects.

It  has been the chief instrument for insuring t hat  70 percent of all 
development resources have come from the developing countries them 
selves, quickened by this human and material multiplier factor.

Moreover, it is shorn of the political part isan hangups. With re
markable global participa tion and in collaboration with the World  
Bank family there  has been created an interlocking social system of in
terdependence which na ture and human nature demand.

Fina lly, what we have begun, Mr. Chairman, in the inspiration of 
our conviction about this kind of open, interre lated world we must 
help to consummate in a series of concrete actions.

Our leadership in this respect is something of which to make us 
all proud. At the peak of our development program it represented 
3 percent of our gross national  product, and 11 percent of our budget.

It  inspired other Nations to ca rry their  fai r share, and we are now 
surpassed in per capita giving in relation to the percent of GNP 
by 13 Nations.

Precisely at a time when the momentum is building, our own U.S. 
leadership has been slipping in the stretch. Our development assist
ance has fallen substantially lower than 1 percent of our gross na
tional product, and less than  1 percent of our budget, and this while 
our gross national product steadily rises and will increase by another 
$500 billion by 1975.

The eyes of the world are upon us. They wonder if this reflects 
a retrenchment , a new isolationism, a war-weary American with 
drawal from inte rnational leadership.

The President ’s latest  repo rt on foreign policy makes it clear this 
is not so. l ie  indicates tha t we are committed to a larger multilateral 
assistance and strengthening economic and social development. But to 
give substance to that  policy, Mr. Chairman, and in conclusion, what 
may the Congress of the United States do to close this  gap?
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Without seeming presumptuous, I hope, may I make 10 swift ami 
simple suggestions with respect to what could be done to close that 
gap in the reinforcement of the U.N. system.

First , reaffirm the 1 percent of the gross national product target 
in which we partic ipated  in the General Assembly of 19(50, in 1964, 
and 1968, or the Pearson repor t recommendation of 0.7 percent of 
official aid by 1975.

Two, to insure the manpower supply for this development by en
dorsing and helping finance the International Volunteer Service 
Corps and the U.N. University currently under feasibility study at 
the United Nations.

Three, endorse the political leadership of the United States through 
strengthening the State Department and the U.S. mission to the 
United Nations to properly man and coordinate the  U.S. participat ion 
in its economic and social development, which, if it will not seem 
impertinent unduly, would suggest one or two more legs under that 
manpower effort in New York, among other things.

Mr. Gallagher. You have a believer here.
Ambassador Olds. I don't know to whom I am speaking, but you 

know, I hope in the end through you, sir, it will be our  Congress and 
our people.

To endorse through appropriations a greatly expanded multilateral 
aid program built on a greatly strengthened U.N. capacity along the 
broad lines of the Jackson capacity study and the Pearson reports to 
which I  am sure both my colleagues, Messrs. Bell and Hamilton , will 
speak.

Five, to call for new forms of private-public  partne rship in over
seas investment, technical assistance, and development which com
missions the best features of both.

Six, support new forms of trade  policy aimed at accommodating 
an accelerated development fo r the less-developed countries, internal 
structural changes at home and international preference policies look
ing toward an increasingly open and just international economic 
order.

Seven, encourage the exploration of new sources of financing for 
development under the U.N. system, considering internationl taxa 
tion, monetary reforms, and sources of income.

Eigh t, strengthen regional mechanisms of development as envisaged 
with La tin American design in this year’s legislation.

Nine, to encourage the exploration of ways to harness and transfer 
spinoff consequences for development of publicly financed research 
and programs in science and technology with special atten tion to space, 
to seasonal resources, agriculture, education, and healtth.

Ten, to provide legislation to encourage and support more and bet
ter trained U.S. leadership in the U.N. system, especially on the eco
nomic and social side, enabling more comparable professional condi
tions tha n those inside U.S. Government and private  concessions.

The gap between the salaries paid by the U.N. system, Mr. Chair
man, and the current U.S. and private salaries makes i t difficult to 
recruit.

Finally, were any of these 10 steps to be undertaken seriously by the 
Congress, they would greatly strengthen the executive leadership in
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helping bridge this development gap. They can be done. They should be done.
I believe the American people want and expect this k ind of leader

ship. I  know the world at  the U.N. does. Bu t deeper than  these human 
expectations, Mr. Chairman, is the deeper logic o f our real world. It  
demands tha t we change in this direction  or perish; tha t we reap 
what we sow; th at the tru th  is tha t we are being driven by economic 
and human necessity to an acknowledged interdependence, to an order
ing of shared power, to a testing of the pretensions of practice, and to the obligation of privilege.

I don’t agree with the Quaker poet who said God wouldn’t have 
given us matches if He h adn’t thought th e w’orld was fireproof.

I thin k we live in a highly flammable world, and I think it is pos- 
sible that our power may have outrun our intelligence and our character.

But  if  it has, and i f we should be this foolish, we certainly shall not  
be able to say we have not been forewarned. The g roaning of the gaps 
tha t divide our world are shrill  and ominous and urgent. They may 
foretell the  end of an age or a new beginning.

It  seems to  me th at the price is so small and the stakes so h igh I 
simply can’t believe tha t the American people will permit  us to fail in nerve at this late hour.

As they used to  say when I  was a boy in the old Grange hall on 
Satu rday  n ight  after they discussed problems of concern to the com
munity  half the n ight , I  can still hear my old dad say, “Well, gentle
men, the hour is late, and it is now time to put our money where ou r mouth is.”

In  an eloquent way and a simple way, they did. This, I thin k 
Mr. Chairman , is the genius of our American society, and I feel confi
dent that this is the stuff wi th which both they and we are made, and I  
tru st we will be a pa rt of the charac ter of the response in both your 
committee and our Congress.

Thank you.
(The complete s tatement of Ambassador Olds follows:)

U nit ed  N a tio n s  : B ridg in g t h e  D ev el opm en t Gap

TH E TH ESI S

Gaps between men and nations, economic, political  or cultura l, are not God- given. They reflect an uneven history of accident, initiative, and plain luck. Taken or reinforced as given, they perpe tuate a menta lity of conflict—strong versus the weak, rich versus the  p oor ; East versus the We st; North versus the Sou th; old versus the young. Accelerated by sh rinking space, quickened time, and instantaneous communications, such gaps invite dangerous drif ts toward violence. Seen as man made, however, such gaps can be amenable to human invention and intelligent change. The United Nations represents the most comprehensive human invention for realizing man’s interdependence, orchest rating deep differences into a less violent, more productive human community. Its  preoccupation with development is its principal peace-making function, complementing its security interests in peace-keeping. Its  success turn s on radically  accelerated understanding and support of this mission, commensurate with the magnitude and urgency of the world’s problems in  this area. The United States leadership will be a decisive factor in the outcome.

41 -9 72— 70------ 9
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TH E ARGUMENT

(1) Development is peace-making, a clue to the  U.N. system.
(2) The widening gap between  rich and poor is an inv itat ion  to disaster .
(3) Gaps are  man-made and root in a dis tort ion  of the deeper human  condi

tion  of interdependence.
(4) The American revolu tion rejected  the  polit ical, economic and social 

sanction  for  the “gap psychology” .
(5) It  set loose a new mental ity in the world  of interdependence of 

independents.
(6) The U.N. system gives global form to thi s inte rdependent chara cte r of 

our rea l world.
(7) What the  U.S. convincingly began, it  must help to consum mate in a series 

of concrete  actions.
TH E TEXT

Mr. Ch air ma n: Reading from a manuscript  is like cou rting through a hedge.
One can hear all righ t, but the contact  is po or ! For th at  reason, on such an im- j
po rta nt  subject, following so many distin guished speakers, in such a short time 
frame allo tted  me, I shall  file my manuscrip t with the Committee , where  I have 
sta ted  a thesis, and sought to make the  case in seven swift points,  and communi
cate personally and direc tly the  gra vity and promise of the topic assigned to 
me. “The United Na tio ns : Bridging the Development Gap.”

Unlike the others in thi s dist ingu ished series  of hear ings , I am not a profes
siona l in this field. I am a garden  var iety American who backed into this  re
spons ibility  th rough a serie s of unplanned events, mingled with a deepened sense 
of civic responsibility.  Since th is is the  first time I have  ever testified and since 
wh at I have to say, like every man, I suppose, reflects  someth ing of what I am 
and  where I have been, you have  a right, if not an obligat ion, to know a bit  at 
leas t, of the bias  of thi s testimony.

I have come to the  United Nations through an unpredictable route. I was  
born  and reared  in one of those paro chia l pockets  of homogeneous culture on a 
farm and  in the logging camps of Oregon. In a world lit tle  more than a county  
wide, atte nding Wil lamette  University  30 miles away as the first  of my clan 
ever  to have a chance to go on to school, it  was not unt il my senio r yea r that  
I discovered  the rea l world  outs ide th at  peaceful valley. It  was on December 7,
1941, that  our football team was to play  the Univers ity of Haw aii in Honolulu , 
th at  afternoon at  2 :00 p.m. You know th at  game was never played. Two of my 
closest friends were killed, and  I vowed th at  I would not  rest so long as I was 
given life to ensure th at  their life and  othe rs like them would not be lost  in 
va in:  that  what we knew then and  now, th at  wars at  best  only buy time  to 
create  the  opportunity to con struct  the deeper conditions of peace, should be put 
to action.

From  a chapla in, to a univer sity  teache r of philosophy, and college preside nt.
I have  pursued thi s course, wi tho ut regard  for  polit ical par tisansh ip. I helped
get the Peace Corps going, and  took time out to pu t VISTA together in our
“Wa r on Poverty”. When Mr. Nixon, responding to a pap er I had  done on “New *
Strategy for Foreign Policy” aske d me to leave the university  to serve through
his inau guratio n as Special Assis tan t for  Policy and Manpower Development . I
did. And, when I was asked to help implement these  policies through serving
as the United Sta tes  Represen tative to the  Economic and Social Council at  the
United Nations  a year  ago, I accepted . ♦

I knew, as you do, th at  the  Economic and Social Council was charged with  
coordinating  about  80% of the  work of the  United Nations. It  includes  the  13 
specialized agencies—the  W orld  Health Organizatio n (WHO), the Food and Ag
riculture  Organization (FA O), Inte rnati onal L abor Organization (IL O). th e U.N. 
Educatio nal, Scientific and Cultural  Organization (UNESCO). Intern ational De
velopment Association (ID A) , Intern ational Bank for Reconstruction  and Devel
opment (IB RD ), In ter na tio na l Mone tary Fun d (IM F) , Intern ationa l Fina nce  
Corporation (IF C), In ter na tio na l Telecommunication Union (ITU ), Universal 
Pos tal  Union (UPU ), In ter na tio na l Civil Aviat ion Organization  (ICAO). World 
Meteorological Organization  (WMO), and Inte rgovernmenta l Mari time Con
sul tat ive  Organization  (IMCO). In addit ion, the Council is responsible for  the 
Commissions on H uman Rights. Popu lation, Narcotic Drugs, Social Development,
Sta tus  of Women, Sta tist ics  and  the  fou r regional economic commissions for
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A fr ic a,  As ia,  Eur op e,  and L ati n  A mer ica.  I t bears  fu r th e r re sp on sibi li ty  fo r co or 
din ati ng  tli e U ni te d N at io ns  Dev elop men t P ro gra m  (U N D P ),  th e  Adv iso ry  Co m
m it te e on th e  A pp lic at io n of  Sc ien ce  an d Te ch no logy  to  Dev elo pm en t, th e  Co m
m it te e fo r Dev elop men t P la nn in g,  th e  Com m itt ee  on H ou sing  Bui ld in g an d  
Pla nn in g, th e U ni te d N at io ns  C hi ld re n 's  Fun d (U N IC E F ),  th e U.N. High Com
m is si on er  fo r Refug ee s (U N H C R ),  the  U.N. In d u s tr ia l Dev elop men t O rg an iz at io n 
(U N ID O ),  th e  U.N. Con fe renc e on T ra de an d Dev elop men t (U NCTAD ), th e  
U.N. In s ti tu te  fo r T ra in in g  an d R es ea rc h (U N IT A R ),  an d a few oth er  ass ort ed  
and sp ec ia l as si gn m en ts  on th e H um an  E nv iron m en t, th e Second  Dev elop men t 
Dec ad e,  and th e lik e.

W ith  th is  re m ar kab le  sw eep of  re sp on sibi li ty  an d a rr a y  of  tool s fo r dea ling  
w ith hu m an  de ve lopm en t, you ca n im ag in e my shoc k whe n 1 arr iv ed  a t th e  
U ni te d S ta te s Miss ion a t th e  U.N. to  find  th e m ea su re  of U.S . su pp or t fo r th is  
re m ar kab le  under ta kin g. I th oug ht  som eon e m us t be ki dd in g whe n I was  to ld  th e  
bu dg et  w as  less  th an  7# pe r pe rson  pe r ye ar  fo r th e year 19G8 fo r th e U.N. it se lf , 
th e sp ec ia liz ed  ag en cies  ab ou t 10# pe r pe rso n,  an d th e  o th ers  i nc lu di ng  t he UNDP,  
anoth er 11# m ak in g a g ra nd to ta l of  28# pe r pe rson  pe r yea r fo r m an 's  “la s t be st  
hope  on ea rt h .” T ra nsl a te d  even  in to  th e hi gh er  per ce nta ge of  U.S.  contr ib ution  
to  th es e co lle cti ve  bu dg et s it  am ou nt ed  to ab ou t $1.00  pe r pe rson  pe r year fo r 
ev er y A m eri can : less  th an  a po un d of  st ea k,  h a lf  an  adu lt  fa re  to  th e mo vie , 
ab ou t eq ui val en t to  a sm al l box of  ban dai ds ! Thi s to ta l bu dg et  was  less  th an  th e  
bu dg et  fo r th e  S ta te  U ni ve rs ity  of  New York fo r wh ich  1 bo re re sp onsi bil ity  
as  an  ex ec ut iv e De an , one un iv er si ty  sy stem  am on g 50 S ta te  sy stem s,  an d ov er  
2.0 00 univ er si ti es  a nd co lleges in th e U ni ted S ta te s.

W he n I as ke d ab out my  sta ff,  1 w as  t ol d I was  ta lk in g  to him ! Thr ee  mo re  had  
ju s t bee n tr an sf e rr ed  ou t, but  ad din g the m,  plu s th e tw o lo an ed  fro m AID , and  
our to ta l miss ion co mplem en t to  ass au lt  th e Ec on om ic an d So cia l ac ti v it ie s a t  
th e U ni te d N at io ns w as  six pr of es sion al s,  har dly  en ou gh  to  re pre se n t a qu oru m  
fo r an y de ce nt  ta sk  fo rc e fo r an yb od y’s s tu d y ! P erh aps you will  under st an d and  
put in  pe rs pe ct iv e w hat I sa y an d how . If  I seem  a b it  fr u st ra te d , I am ! I f  I 
see m a bi t em ot iona l a t how mu ch  we  m us t do w ith  how li tt le , I am . If  I appear 
to  be lie ve  th a t th e av er ag e Amer ican  now contr ib uting  be tt er th an  $850 per 
fa m ily fo r m il it ary  ex pen diture s ca n an d w an ts  to do bett er th an  a do llar  ap iece  
a  y ear fo r ou r la s t be st  hop e of  pe ace, I do.

F in al ly , if  I bri ng a fe w  ho mem ad e co nv ict ions , n u rt u re d  by  an  Amer ica I  
love, an d in  which  I de ep ly  be lie ve , which  is b e tt e r th an  an y pre ss  mak es  ou t,  
or  to  which  our le gi sl at io n has  yet  ri se n,  fo r whi ch  so m an y of  my  cla ss m at es  
died , and fo r which  we now seem  pa ra ly ze d in m ak in g th e sm al le st  sa cr ifi ce  to  
live, I ho pe  you will  not th in k  me ir re ver en t,  im pe rt in en t,  or ir re le van t.  The se  
co nv ic tio ns  ro un d ou t my  bi as es  w ith wh ich  I of fe r my  te st im on y.  The y see m to  
me ce n tr al,  sim ple, an d clo se to th e  h e a rt  of w hat  our ex pe rien ce  as  a people has 
to  sh are  w ith th e wor ld , an d a clue  to an y st ra te gy  fo r de ve lopm en t.

1. W e reap  w hat w e sow.— T hi s is a fa ir ly  o rd er ly  un iver se . We do no t harv es t 
figs  from  th is tl es . We do not de fy  th e  la w  of g ra v it y  by le ap in g from  a cliff.  W e 
il lu s tr a te  it !

2. The re  are no sh or t cu ts  to th e tr u th .— How ev er  te m pt in g sim ple so lu tion s to  
co mplex  prob lems may  be, th ere  a re  non e. Viole nce is  fr eq uen tly  th e ev iden ce  of  
im pa tien ce  w ith  th e slow er  pa ce  of de m oc ra tic proc es s in  th e  pu rs u it  an d im ple
m en ta tion  of  th e  tr u th  ab ou t man . hi s needs, ap pe ti te s,  an d re la tion sh ip s.

3. The re  is no  le gi slat in g law w it hou t re pr es en ta tion .— H ea lthy so cieti es , li ke  
healt hy  bodie s, re quir e th e ex er ci se  o f  re sp on sibi li ty . My  pu sh -u ps  do no t he lp  
yo ur  w ai st , an d my dec la ra tions do not  giv e you pri de in  par ti ci pat io n .

4. T he te st  o f w hat a m an be lie ve s is  in  w hat he  docs.— W e eit her put o u r 
mo ney w he re  our m ou th  is, or  we  sh ou ld  sh ut up, or w hat may  be wo rse , we  will  
be sh u t up .

5. T he be st di sc ip line  o f po we r is  it s re sp on sib le  dif fu si on .— The  py ra m id in g of  
one k in d of  po wer  to  conta in  ano th er is  th e  in v it a ti on  to  vio len ce.

6. Privi lege  im po se s ob lig at io ns .— No man  is “s el f-m ad e” ; co nt riva nc es  of  fo r
tu ne a re  no t so nar ro w ly  co nt ro lle d.  The  be ne fa ct io n of  nat ure , socie ty,  an d in 
here n t g if ts  m ust  be re nde re d ac co unt ab le  in  an y vie w of  ju st ic e.

And  now,  th e ca se  fo r th e U nited  N at io ns’ ro le  in  dev el opm en t:
1. D ev el op m en t is pe ac e-mak ing.— Reinh ol d N ie buhr  once sa id , “M an ’s p er fe ct i

b il ity m ak es  go ve rn m en t pos si bl e;  m an ’s perv ert ib il it y  mak es  it  ne ce ss ar y” . You 
ha ve  heard  th e U.N.’s p ea ce -k ee pi ng  ro le  de sc rib ed . I t  is th e mos t vi sibl e fe a tu re  
of  i ts  w ork,  co nc erne d w ith  th e Sec ur ity  Co uncil  an d th re a ts  t o  p eace, th e co nt ro l
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of man’s pervertibility. But what of the  other side, the conditions th at make for 
peace? Surely these lie with the threefold  hunger of man for (1) economic secu- 
ity, (2) personal meaning, d ignity and fulfillment, and (3) completion in respon
sible social order insuring their fulfillment. Development is therefore, and at 
once, economic and human. It is, as the Pope rightly  remarked recently, the new 
word for PEACE. It is the business of 80% of the work of the  United Nations, 
litt le understood, fitfully supported, and desperately needed.

2. The widening gap betiveen the rich and poor, nations and people, is an in
vita tion to disaster.—Despite our recent best efforts in development, the gap 
grows steadily worse. A scattering of stati stics  make the point vividly. Though 
the United States represents only 6% of the world’s population, we consume over 
50% of the world’s non-recurrable resources, and our Gross National Product 
this year will reach one trillion dollars, 30 times grea ter than  the collective ca
pability  of one-third of the  population of the world. We define poverty at $3,000 
a ye ar ; yet two-thirds of the world struggle to get their per capita income up to 
$200 per year. Our life expectancy is now over 70 years of age, while 50% of 
the world’s population may expect to die by the age of 40. Over 50% of our 
school-age population now enjoy higher education, while over 50% of the school- 
age children of over 50% of the world wil l at tend no school or not finish the third 
grade.

Thirty-four percent of the world’s population living in more developed coun
tries  live on 87%% of the world’s product, while 66% of the people living in less 
developed countries live on 12%% of the product. At present, a  difference of some 
$3500 per capita divides the “haves” and “have-nots”. On the basis of cu rrent  
population trends, however increasing as it is a t a rate  of over 2 to  1 in the less 
favored nations, by the year 2000 th is difference will reach nearly $9000—with 
$10,000 a year in the United States, $500 in Brazil, and $200 in India. In the 
year 1975, the dependent children alone in the lesser developed world will equal 
the  total population in the more developed world. Moreover, with 20% of the 
male population in these countries unemployed, and most of these children under 
15 and unemployed, the sheer magnitude of the problem staggers the imagination.

The situation is not merely trag ic—it drif ts toward disaster. As former Secre
tary of Defense McNamara recently observed, there  seems to be a direct rela 
tionship between the incidence of violence and the economic status of the coun
tries afflicted in recent history. Among the security crises since World War II,  
only two countries with a per capi ta income in excess of $750,000 a year have 
undergone a major and violent internal  upheaval. On the other hand, roughly 
90% of those countries with per capita  income of $100 or less have suffered an 
average of two outbreaks of violence in the same period. If the dangerous dri ft 
toward  a widening gap continues unabated,  we might  fair ly predict  major dis
aster in the years ahead. Clearly the line of tension has shifted from east-west to 
north-south, and a world spending over 175 billion for military security, 25 times 
wha t i t spends for economic and social development, is one flirting with disaster.

3. Gaps are man-made, and root in  a distortion of the deeper human condition 
of interdependence.—A peril of much of our curren t thinking on these problems 
of development lies in the presumption tha t these gaps are God-given, ordained 
of nature, and reflect rea l capacities or rewards of the real world. Nothing could 
be fur ther from the truth . All tha t we know about nature, at the root of our 
incredible scientific and technical revolution in the modern world; and all 
that  we know about human natu re, at the root of the educational explosion 
in the modern world, gives the lie to the permanence of the gap. We know our 
world is one world, interdependent, organic, and whole; and tha t human na ture, 
whatever  the surface and cultu ral differences, is remarkably comparable and 
resilient wherever found. The restlessness and violence of our stirring world is 
the sudden discovery tha t this is so ; and the refusal  to accept these gaps as 
reflecting anything other than  human invention, industry , and change, and 
therefo re open to human transformation .

4. The American Revolution rejected the political, economic, and social 
sanction for the gap psychology.—Rooted as it was in the national law of the 
18th century, and its conviction about the unity of the world and the promise 
of every man, the American revolution, in its Declaration of Independence, 
constitution and representative  government, denied categorically a divinely 
or politically ordained view of the world as divided into rich and poor, strong 
and weak, deserving and undeserving. It put “kinging”, whether political or 
economic, out of style. The reverberations of this  revolution, taking many forms,
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including those set against its own nature , are only now sweeping into  
consummation around the world.

5. Our revolution set loose a new menta lity in the world of interdependent 
independents.—It  should be no surprise tha t the Asian leader opened the 
Bandung Conference on Southeast Asian independence in the 50’s by quoting 
Longfellow’s “Paul Revere”. The inspiration, and in large measure, the model 
for most of the new nations in the modern world roots in our own history and 
leadership. Their restless hope is rooted in our promise and example. Motivation 
toward development is not, therefore, some thinly veiled “do-good” senti 
mentality, some secondhand reinforcement to tight communism, some disguised 
version of enlightened self-interest. It  roots in what is right— tha t is, a grasp 
of the right relationships, the real relationships, grounded in nature  and human 
nature—the inescapable interlocking of man and nature, and man and man— 
the interdependence of our real world. It  is not pious poetry to say, “So long 
as any man is in chains, I am not free,” or that,  “There but for the grace of 
God, go I !” It  is literally, profoundly, true. Development, therefore, is not aid, 
charity or paternal ism of the rich for the poor, the strong for the weak: it is 
rath er the requirement of natu re and human nature, grasped intuitively by an 
earlier,  less scientific, moral and religious insight, but known now by scientific 
sophistication to be the real fact  about life; to be understood and implemented, or  
perish.

6. The U.N. gives global form to the interdependent character of our real 
world.—We are only now awakening to the quantum leap in human ingenuity 
represented in the founding of the U.N. system. It  would take a book to tell 
how the specialized agencies, and all o thers in the  economic and social field have 
been quietly but steadily giving substance to our interdependent world—in com
munications, health, education, science and technology, labor, and all the rest. 
During the 60’s the economic targ et of 5% of GNP was achieved. School en
rollments were doubled. The Green revolution in food production recently 
erupted.

The United Nations Development Program, acting as resource and coordinator 
of this diverse system of agencies, over this same period has been even more 
dramatically at work. It  has mounted projects in pre-investment and technical 
assistance exceeding 2% billion dollars, which has in turn generated more th an 
3 billion. Led by our distinguished American colleague, Paul Hoffman, its record 
in this 10-year period from 1959 to 1969 is a near  miracle:  from 110 countries 
served to 140, from 2,400 experts  to 9,000, from 2,150 fellowships to 7,000. from 
37 million to 230 million dollars of pledges, an increase of sixfold. This stream 
of some 60,000 experts  and 400,000 trained nationals have helped build 200 
applied research institu tes, and sustain over 300 large-scale projects. It  has been 
a principal resource for insuring  tha t over 75% of all development resources 
expended have come from the developing countries themselves, quickened by 
these human and material multip lier factors. Shorn of political partisanship, 
and with remarkable global participa tion, the UNDP, in growing collaboration 
with the World Bank family, has litera lly been creating  the interlocking world 
economic and social system of interdependence which n ature and human nature  demand.

7. What the U.S. convincingly began, it  must help to consummate in a series 
of concrete actions.—U.S. leadership in development from the days of the Mar
shall Plan has been enough to make every American proud. At i ts peak it repre
sented 3% of our GNP, and 11% of the budget. It resulted in inspiring other 
nations to begin to carry their  fa ir share, and we are  now surpassed in per capita  
giving in relation to percent of the GNP by 13 nations. Precisely at a time, when 
real momentum has been building, the U.S. leadersh ip has been slipping in the 
stretch. Our development assistance has fallen  to one-third of one percent of our  
GNP, and less than 1% of our budget, and this while our GNP steadilv  
rises and will increase by another 500 billion by 1975. The eyes of the world are  
upon us. They wonder if  this  reflects a radical  re trenchment, a new isolationism, 
a war-weary American withdrawal from international leadership.

The President’s latest report on U.S. Foreign policy makes it clear this is 
not so. He is committed to larger mult ilateral assistance, and strengthening 
economic and social development. To give substance to such a policy, what may 
the Congress of the United States do? Without seeming presumptuous, may I 
close by suggesting at least ten steps well within our powers and critical ly needed 
to close the development gap :
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1. Re aff irm  th e 1% of  GNP ta rg e t in  which  we  part ic ip a te d  in th e G en er al  
Assem bly of  I960, UN CT AD  in 1964, DA K in  1965, and UN CT AD  1968; or th e 
P ears on  R ep or t r ec om m en da tion  o f .7 % of offic ial a id  by  1975.

2. In su re  th e m an po w er  su pp ly  fo r de ve lopm en t by en do rs in g an d he lp in g 
to  f inan ce  the In te rn ati onal V ol un te er  S ervice  Corps., an d th e U .N. U ni ve rs ity  c u r
re n tl y  under  fe as ib il ity  st udy  a t th e U ni ted Nati ons.

3. Endo rs e th e U.S . poli ti ca l le ad er sh ip  th ro ugh st re ngth en in g th e  S ta te  De
p a rt m e n t an d th e U.S . Miss ion to  th e U ni ted Nat io ns  to  pro pe rly co or di na te  th e 
to ta l U.S . part ic ip at io n  in th e  U.N.’s eco nomic an d so cial  deve lop men t.

4. Endo rs e th ro ugh a ppro pri a ti ons a g re at ly  exp an de d m ult il a te ra l ai d pro gr am  
b u il t on a gre at ly  st re ngth en ed U.N.  ca pa ci ty  alon g br oa d line s of  th e Ja ck so n 
C apacit y  Stud y,  a nd P ea rs on R ep or ts .

5. Ca ll fo r new fo rm s of  pr iv ate- pu bl ic  part ners h ip  in  ov er se as  in ve stm en t, 
te chnic al as si st an ce , an d de ve lopm en t which  co mmiss ions  th e  be st  fe a tu re s of 
bo th .

6. Support  ne w fo rm s of  tr ad e  policy aimed  a t  ac co m mod at in g ac ce le ra te d 
dev el op m en t fo r less  deve lope d co un tr ies, in te rn al s tr u c tu ra l ch an ge s a t home , 
a n d  in te rn a ti ona l pre fe re nce  po lic ies  loo king  to w ar d an  in cr ea sing ly  op en  an d 
ju s t  in te rn a ti ona l eco nomic or de r.

7. Enco ur ag e ex plo ra tion of  new so ur ce s of  fin an cing  of  de ve lopm en t under  
th e  U.N . sy ste m, co ns id er in g po ss ible fo rm s of  in te rn ati onal ta xat io n , m on et ar y 
re fo rm s,  a nd  s ou rc es  of  inc om e.

8. S tr en gth en  re gi on al  m ec ha ni sm s of  de ve lopm en t, as  en vi sa ge d w ith  L ati n  
A m er ic a in  th is  y ear’s legi sl at io n,  to  un de rp in  an d ro und out glo ba l re sp onsi 
b il it y .

9. Enc our ag e ex pl or at io n of  w ay s to  h arn ess  a nd  t ra n s fe r sp in- off  con sequ en ce s 
fo r  de ve lopm en t of  pu bl ic ly  fin anced re se ar ch  an d pro gra m s in  sc ienc e an d 
tech no lo gy , w ith  sp ec ia l a tt en ti on  to  spa ce, th e  seas , n a tu ra l re so ur ce s, agri cu l
tu re . ed uc at io n an d he al th .

10. Pro vid e legi sl at io n to  en co ur ag e an d su pport  m or e an d bett er tr a in ed  U.S . 
le ad e rs h ip  w ithi n th e  U.N. sy ste m, an d es pe ci al ly  in  th e  eco nomic an d socia l 
si de , en ab ling  mor e co m pa ra bl e pro fe ss io na l co nd it io ns  to  th os e in si de U.S . 
G ov er nm en t a nd  p ri vate  p ro fess ions .

W er e any  of  th es e to  be se riou sly undert aken  by  Co ng res s, th ey  wo uld gre at ly  
st re ng th en  ex ec ut iv e le ad ers hi p in he lp in g “b ridg e th e  de ve lopm en t ga p.” Th ey  
can  be  done . The y shou ld  he don e. Th ey  c re a te  t he co nd it io ns  t h a t m ak e fo r pe ac e 
T be lie ve  th e Amer ican  peop le w an t an d ex pe ct  th is  k in d of  lead er sh ip . I kn ow  
th e  wor ld  a t th e  U ni ted N at io ns does. B ut de ep er  th an  th es e hu m an  ex pe ct at io ns 
is  th e  de ep er  log ic of  ou r re al wo rld . I t de m an ds  th a t we ch an ge  or  p e r is h : th a t 
w e re ap  w hat we so w : th a t th e  tr u th  is  w e are  be in g dri ven  by  econom ic an d 
hum an  ne ce ss ity  to  an  ac kn ow ledg ed  in te rd ep en den ce : to  an  or de ring  of  sh ar ed  
p o w e r: to  a te st in g  o f pr et en si ons  b y p ra c ti c e : t o th e  ob liga tion  of  p riv ile ge . I do 
n o t ag re e w ith th e  Q ua ke r po et  who  sa id , “God wou ld  no t hav e given us  m at ch es  
if  he  had  no t kn ow n th e univ er se  is fire pr oo f.” I  th in k  our wor ld  is  high ly  
fl am m ab le : an d i t  m ay  he  th a t we  a re  des tined  to  re peat Pro m et he us , wh ose  
pow er  ou tr an  h is  wi sdom  an d char ac te r.  Tf we sh ou ld  be  so foo lish, we  wi ll no t 
he ab le  to  sa y we were no t fo re w ar ned . The  gro an in g of  th e  ga ps  th a t divi de  our 
w or ld  a re  sh ri ll  and  om inou s. The y m ay  fo re te ll  th e  end of  an  age . o r a new 
be gi nn in g.

The  pri ce  is so sm all , an d th e st akes so hi gh , I  ca nnot  be lie ve  th e American  
pe op le  w ill  perm it  a fa il u re  of  ner ve  a t th is  la te  ho ur . And. as  th ey  us ed  to  sa y 
w he n I  w as  a boy in  Or eg on  a t th e  en d of long  de ba te s a t th e old  co mm un ity  
h a l l : “W ell , ge nt lemen , th e  hour is  la te . I t  is  now tim e to  p u t ou r mo ney w he re  
o u r m on th  is .” An d w ith  eloquent , simpl ic ity , th ey  did . Thi s is  th e stuf f of  which  
o u r nat io n  i s mad e— an d I  kno w  you  a re , to o !

Mr. Gallagher. Thank you very much, Ambassador Olds, for an 
excellent presentation. I  am sure it  will be widely read.
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STATEMENT OF DAVID E. BELL, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
TH E FORD FOUNDATION

Mr. Gallagher. Y ou may proceed,  M r. Bell.
Mr. Bell . T ha nk  y ou, Mr . Ch airma n.
Unlike A mb ass ador Ol ds , I  have  on ly very  limi ted  kn owl edge of  the 

Un ited Nation s. 1 hav e never worked  dir ectly  as a par t of  the Un ited 
Nations system, as he has . I have been  a member over the  p as t y ear o f 
the  P anel of  C on su lta nts to Sir  R ob er t J ack son  in p re pa ring  his  stu dy 
of  the  Ca pacity of  Uni te d Na tio ns  Developme nt Sys tem , and I have  
had some chance whi le wo rk ing wi th the  Fo rd  Fo un da tio n, AID , and 
some years ago when I  wo rked  in  Pa ki stan , t o observe the Un ite d Na 
tion s a ctivit ies  in  the field.

I t  is t hi s backgro und of  lim ite d knowledge  th at  I  br ing to thi s dis 
cussion tod ay.

I  would like  to offer  th ree com men ts to the  com mit tee,  and then I 
would be gla d to respond  to any questio ns which 1 am capable of 
answer ing .

First , I have a h igh  o pin ion  o f the  J ackson  R ep or t, and I commend 
it  very  str ongly  to the  att en tio n of  t he committee. I  th in k it is a n ac
curat e and admirab ly fr an k analy sis  of  the  s tre ng ths an d weaknesses  
of  the Un ite d Nations Developm ent  System as it  is tod ay.

The prese nt system, as Am bassa dor O lds  co rrectly pointed  ou t, p ro 
vide s a grea t deal of ass istance  to less-developed countr ies . The  tot al 
am ount has risen very sh arply ove r the  past 10 years . I t  has  gone up 
four , five o r six time s over  wh at it was 10 years ago .

Bu t the  procedures an d arr an ge me nts  at  prese nt are clearly  un 
necessarily cumbersome, slow -moving , and diffuse, and need  much im
pro veme nt if  the Un ite d Na tions is to pro vid e la rg er  amoun ts of de
velopm ent  assis tance in the fu ture  in ste ad ily  m ore efficient ways.

I  th ink,  myself, th at  t he  J ackson  Com mit tee po int s correc tly to the  
key  chang es th at  a re needed and  should  be made.

I  id en tif y these wi thou t tryi ng  to  sum marize  the  Jac kson  Report. 
I  men tion  j ust  fo ur  of  th e key changes as I  see th em.

Fir st , Jackson reco mmends th a t the system  fo r planning  Un ite d 
Na tio ns  development  a ssis tanc e sho uld  be  c entered much more  c lea rly  
in the dev eloping countrie s them selves and rel ate d to wh at the  devel
op ing cou ntr ies  them selves  wa nt to underta ke  by way of develop 
mental  act ivit ies .

Th ere is a tenden cy at  the presen t tim e fo r some of  the  act ivit ies  
of  the Uni ted Na tio ns  dev elopment  assistan ce agenc ies to be directed 
fro m Rome or  Geneva , o r New York,  and  not sufficien tly rel ate d to the  
ac tua l problems in  the dev eloping coun tries .

Second , it wou ld be he lpf ul  if  the Un ite d Nations developmen t 
ass istance  were  planne d an d ca rri ed  out more  in terms  of  mu ltiy ear 
prog rams of  rel ate d proje cts , ra th er  than  as a series  of ind ividual 
an d se pa ra te  projec ts.
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Th ird , it  wou ld be he lpf ul if  th e ma nag ement  res ponsibi lity  were 
centered more sharp ly  on the  ad min is trator  of the  Uni ted Nation s 
Developmen t Program .

At  the pre sen t time, the re is some un ce rta in ty  as to exact ly who 
is in cha rge  of  a given proje ct,  with  the  UNDP financ ing  it  bu t the  
admi nis tra tiv e responsibil ity  norm ally ly ing wi th one of the  special 
ized agencies.

Las tly,  the  adm in ist ra to r c lea rly  needs more  a utho ri ty  to go outs ide 
the  U nit ed  Nations system to ob tai n the  skil ls an d services th at  may 
be needed to  help the deve lop ing  countri es.

Today, if  the  U.N.  Developm ent  Pr og ra m  wishes to un de rta ke  an 
ag ric ult ura l assis tance pro jec t, th e pa tter n has been— it is ju st  chang
ing  now—th at  M r. Ho ffm an i nv ar iably tu rn s to the  FA O wh eth er or 
not the  FA O has the top  qu al ity  people in the pa rt ic ul ar  field in 
quest ion to  do the  job.

It  is im po rta nt  to recognize th at  the  Un ite d Na tions Develop men t 
System has  been evo lving over t he  p as t decade and it  h as been  e volv
ing  in exac tly the  di rec tions t hat  I  have just stressed.

Paul Hof fman has been l eading  th at  evo lutio n. So th e w ay to  und er 
stand the  Jack son  R eport, it  seems to  me, is as a r ep or t w hic h suggests  
a fu rthe r an d more ra pi d evo lut ion  in direct ion s in which  it has  al 
read y been moving.

I,  person ally , as one U.S . citi zen , hope very mu ch th at the govern
ing  council of the  U ni ted Na tio ns  Dev elopment  Pr og ra m  at  i ts  mee t
ing  nex t m onth will  a pprov e th e key recom menda tion s o f J ackson  a nd 
his associates, and  dir ec t the various  pa rti es  at in terest to pu t those  
recommendations into  effect.

My second comm ent, Mr. Ch air ma n, is th at  the  Jackson Re port 
deals essentia lly with the  managem ent  o f th e Un ite d Na tio ns  Deve lop
ment Assis tance . I t does not deal and  was no t int ended to deal with the 
substance of the assi stance that  is of fered  by the Un ite d Na tions to t he  
deve loping coun tries .

I would  like to  make one or  two comments on th at  sub ject .
Fi rs t, as thi s committ ee knows very well, the Un ite d Na tion s has  

been slow to recog nize the importance of the  field of  popu lat ion  and 
fam ily planning . Th is slowness no dou bt reflec ted the  views o f some of 
the governments  makin g up  the U ni ted N ations.

W ith in  the last 2 or  3 ye ars , ho wev er, the  U ni ted  N ations has moved 
forma lly  and  officially into the  field of populat ion . Th is is a very con
side rable advance and  a very i mpo rta nt  one, in  my view.

I th ink thi s opens  up  very sign ific ant  op portu nit ies , because  the 
Un ited Nat ions is peculi arl y wel l-su ited  to advise governments on p op 
ula tion  issues, to  eva lua te family  p lan ning  program s, a nd  to  encourage 
the evolut ion of sensible n at iona l popula tio n policies.

The U.N. can do th is with much less chance of aro us ing  the  con
cerns and tensions th at  ine vit ab ly ari se when rep res entat ive s of the  
more-advanced countries, like the Un ite d Sta tes , pronou nce  on these  
subjects.

At the  same time , i t is im po rta nt  to note  t ha t the  U ni ted Nation s is 
just ge tti ng  star ted  in  th e p op ulati on  fie ld, and so f ar  ha s no record of 
successful per formance .

We sho uld all hope,  th ere for e, th at  th e new Uni ted Na tions Po pu la 
tion  Fun d will move quickly  an d effectively .
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A second are a in which I wou ld hope  to see the  U ni ted Na tio ns  p lay 
a s tro ng er  ro le is that  o f r esearch and develop ment rel ate d to pro blems  
facing  the d eve lop ing  cou ntri es.

The U.N. D eve lop ment P ro gr am  does not  hav e a d ist ing uis hed reco rd 
in thi s are a, nor, I  sho uld  add, do the va rio us  na tio na l dev elopment  
ass ista nce  prog ram s, inclu din g A ID .

For example, the  eno rmous ly im po rta nt  research and dev elopment  
work on high -yieldi ng  va rie tie s of  food  gr ains  which  has led to the  
so-called green rev olu tio n was pionee red  by the Rocke fel ler  Fo un da 
tion begin nin g 30 ye ars  ago, an d joined  a dozen  years ago by the  Fo rd  
Fo un da tio n.

Moreover, the  vi ta l research  an d dev elopm ent  work on be tte r and  
cheap er contr ace ptives was also supp or ted in itial ly ma inly by pr ivate 
sources.

I  t hi nk  we would  a ll be wel l adv ised to hope  that  th e U.N . Develop
ment Pr og ra m  will pay a goo d dea l more at tent ion to research and 
dev elopm ent  in  th e fu tu re  th an  i t has done in the  past .

In cide nt al ly , I  h ave ma de t he  same po in t rep ea ted ly to my own ex
colleagues  in A ID . I  th in k t he  problem of  conducting eff ective r ese arc h 
and dev elopment  on these cru cia l b ar rier s t o dev elopment  is ex trao rd i
na ri ly  signific ant , and one t o which we are not devo ting ne ar ly  en oug h 
resources.

Th e th ir d  c omment I  wo uld  l ike  t o make on the general  sub jec t be
for e the c ommit tee  is th at  assu mi ng  that  th e ma nageme nt an d the sub
stance  o f t he  U ni ted  Na tio ns  Developm ent  P ro gr am  are  m arke dly  im 
pro ved, I  wou ld th in k the Uni ted State s ou gh t to con tinue  its  str on g 
su pp or t fo r the U N D P fo r tw o p rin cipa l r ea so ns :

F ir st , there are rea l an d well-k now n advanta ges to  a m ul til ater al  
approa ch  to  de velopment assi stance . N ot on ly is as sist anc e f rom m ul ti 
la te ra l sources of ten more accep tab le to the dev elopin g co un tri es ; it  i s 
also  possible fo r m ul ti la te ra l agencies  o fte n to req uir e more str in ge nt  
sel f-h elp  con dit ion s as p art  of  the  aid  rel ati on sh ip.

Con sequen tly,  we ll-ma naged m ul til ater al  agen cies  are  efficient 
means  thr ou gh  wh ich  the  Uni te d S tat es  can achieve i ts  pu rpose of h elp
ing  in te rn at iona l d evelopm ent . T hi s is n ot  to  say  that  a ll U.S. dev elop
ment assi stance  ou gh t to  be channe led  th ro ug h m ul til at er al  agenc ies. 
Es pecia lly  in  the  field o f technic al coo peratio n—t hat  is, r ese arc h, t ra in 
ing  a nd  a dvice in  a gr icul tu re , edu cat ion , tran sp or ta tion , an d so on—I  
th in k t he  Un ite d St at es  has  a g re at  dea l to  offe r and  ve ry im po rtan t i n
ter es ts to  serve wh ich  call fo r conti nu ing  s tron g bi la te ra l prog rams of 
dev elopm ent  ass istance .

The second  reason , how eve r, why we sho uld  continue s tro ng ly  to s up 
po rt the UNDP,  ass um ing  it  is incre as ing ly an efficient bod y, is one 
th at  is not  no rm all y prese nte d, I  th ink,  to  th is  comm ittee, an d not n or
ma lly  co nsid ered  by  th e Congress  in  lo ok ing  a t t he  developm ent  ass ist 
ance  prob lem.

I th in k t he re  are  in cre as ingly  in  view po tent ia lly  s ign ificant benefi ts 
to the Uni ted St ates  fro m the in ternat iona l develop ment assis tance 
process.

It  has  become pai nf ul ly  cle ar  th at  wi thin ou r ow n co un try  we are n ot  
ha nd lin g o ur  int er na l p rob lem s o f deve lopment in s at isf ac tory  fa shion.

We need  be tte r ide as an d be tte r techniqu es th an  we have. As the  
U.N . dev elopment  p ro gr am  moves ahe ad over the  y ears,  it  will neces-
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sar ily  deal  inc rea sin gly  with the  kin ds  of pro blems we face  here  at 
home, problems of  the  quali ty of the  env ironm ent , urban gro wth and 
decay,  of fam ily  planning , edu cat ion , and housing  fo r disadvanta ged 
gro ups, and  many  oth er p roblems.

As the  U.N . experts  seek to he lp solve thes e pro blems in India,  
Brazi l, or  Ind onesia, there  will be a lot fo r us to  lea rn in the Un ited 
Sta tes  from  th ei r re sults.

There for e, it seems to me we should  not th ink of  the U.N . develop 
ment  ass istance  ac tivi ties  as sim ply  a way  of sha rin g our  advanced tech 
nolog y wi th the  poo rer  co unt ries , bu t inc rea sin gly  we sho uld  th ink  of 
them as a means o f cooperatively at tack ing p rob lem s in  whose so lutio n 
we, ourselves, have a conside rable stake.

Th is po int  holds, of course, fo r our bi lat eral  technica l coopera tion  
pro gra ms  as well as f or  m ul til ateral  pro gra ms .

Mr. Ch airma n, these are  the  thou gh ts 1 br ing to th is  group, and I 
will  be  gl ad a t a l ater  point  to  respond  to  any questio ns you m ay have.

(Th e pr epare d r em ark s of  Mr. Bell follows:)
Stat ement  of David E. B ell, E xecutive Vice  P re sid ent, th e F ord F oundation

These hearings are  aimed a t explo ring the role of the United Nations in “bridg
ing the development gap.” My knowledge of this  subject is limited, as I have 
never worked in any United Nations agency. But  I have been a member, over the  pa st year, of the  Panel of Consulta nts to Sir Robe rt Jackson in his study  of 
the capac ity of the United Natio ns development system, and  I have had some 
chance while working in the Ford Foundation, in A.I.D., and some years ago in 
Pakistan , to observe United Nations development  ass istance  activi ties.

Based on this limited knowledge, I would like to offer three comments today.
(1) In my opinion, the Jackson Report is an accurate—and adm irably frank— 

analysis of the strengths and  weaknesses of the United Nations development system as it  is today. The  p resent system provides a grea t deal of valuab le help 
to less developed countr ies, but  the procedures  and arrang ements are  unneces
sari ly cumbersome, slow-moving, and diffuse, and need much improvement if the 
United Nations is to provide larger  amounts  of development assistance in the future  in steadily  more efficient ways.

The Jackson Report poin ts correc tly, I believe, to the  key changes that  are  needed :
A planning and programming system centered more clearly in the developing 

countries , and rela ted to their own development planning  pro cesses ;
U.N. as sistance planned and  c arried out more in term s of m ulti -yea r program s 

of rela ted projects, ra ther  tha n lis ts of separa te pro jec ts;
Management responsibi lity cente red more sharply on the  Adm inis trator of the U ND P;
More authority  in the Admin istrator to go outside the  U.N. specialized agen

cies to obtain the skills  and services needed to help the  developing countries .
It  is important to recognize that  the  United Nations development system has 

been evolving in these directions, und er Paul Hoffman’s leadership, over the 
pas t ten years. What the  Jackson Report suggests is a fu rthe r and  more rapid 
evolution. I hope the Governing Council of the UNDP at  its  meeting in March 
will approve the key recommendations  of the Report and dire ct that  they be put  into effect.

(2) The Jackson Report deals  essentia lly with the  managem ent of United 
Nations development assis tance . I t does not deal with  the  very imp ortant  matter 
of the substance of the ass istance  offered by the  United Nations to the  developing 
'countries. I should like to make a comment  or two on this subjec t.

Fir st, the United Nations has been slow to recognize the  importance of the 
field of popula tion and fami ly planning. This  slowness no doubt  reflects the 
views of some of the governments  making up the U.N. Within  the  las t two or 
three years,  however, the  United  Nations has  moved form ally  and  officially in 
this  field. I  thin k this  opens up very important opportuni ties,  because the United 
Nations  is pecul iarly  well suited to advise governments on population  issues, to



ev alua te  family  pla nn ing  pro gra ms , an d to encoura ge the evo lution of sensi ble  
na tio na l po pu lat ion  polic ies, al l with  less cha nce  of arou sin g th e con cerns an d 
ten sio ns  th a t ine vit ab ly ar is e whe n re pr es en ta tiv es  of th e more advance d coun
tr ie s p ron ounce  on the se sub jec ts.

At  the sam e time, it  is im po rtan t to no te th a t th e Un ite d Na tio ns  is ju st  
ge tti ng  st ar te d  in th is field an d so fa r ha s no rec ord  of suc ces sfu l pe rfo rm ance . 
We m us t a ll  hop e th a t the  U.N. P op ula tio n Fu nd  will move q uickly  a nd  e ffectiv ely .

A secon d ar ea  in which  I would  hope  to see the Un ite d Na tio ns  pla y a st ro ng er  
role is th a t of research  and dev elopment  re la ted to problem s fac ing  the  dev elop
ing  coun tri es.  Th e U.N. dev elopment  pro gram  does  no t have  a dis tin gu ish ed  
rec ord  in th is  a re a,  nor, I sho uld  add , do the va rio us  na tion al  development  as si s
tance pro gra ms . Fo r example, the eno rmously  im po rtan t re se arch  and dev elop
me nt wo rk of high-y ield ing  va rie tie s of food grain s, wh ich  ha s led  to th e  
so-called “gre en  rev olu tio n”, was pio nee red  by the  Ro ckefe lle r Fo un da tio n beg in
nin g th ir ty  yea rs  ago, and joined a  do zen years ago by th e Fo rd  Fo unda tio n. More
ove r th e vi ta l research  an d dev elopment  wo rk on be tte r and cheaper co nt racep
tiv es  wa s als o supp or ted  in iti al ly  ma inly by pr iv at e sources. I hope th e Un ited 
Na tio ns  dev elo pment  prog ram will pay fa r more at tent io n to th is  kin d of wo rk 
in the  fu tu re .

(3)  Ass uming  th a t the  ma nag em ent  and the subs tanc e of the  Un ite d Na tio ns  
dev elopment  pro gra m ar e ma rke dly  improved,  I wou ld th in k the  Un ited St ates  
ough t to continue its  str on g sup port fo r the UNDP, fo r two  pr im ary rea sons .

First , th er e ar e rea l and well-know n adva ntag es  to a m ul ti la te ra l ap proa ch  
to dev elopment  ass istance . Not  only  is as sis tanc e fro m m ul ti la te ra l sou rce s 
often more acc ep tab le to develop ing coun tri es,  it is also possibl e fo r m ul ti la te ra l 
age nci es of ten  to requ ire  more str in ge nt  self -help cond itio ns as  part  of the ai d 
re lat ion sh ip . Consequen tly,  wel l-managed  m ul til at er al  agencies ar e efficient 
me ans  thr ou gh  which th e Un ited States  can ach ieve its  purpo se of he lpi ng  
in te rn at io na l develop men t.

Th is is no t to  say th at al l U.S. developme nt as sis tanc e ough t to be channeled  
th roug h m ul ti la te ra l agencie s. Espec ial ly in the  field of tec hn ica l coo perat ion - 
researc h, traini ng , and advic e in such  fields as  ag ric ul tu re , tran sp or ta tio n,  edu
cat ion , etc— I believe th e Un ited States  h as much to offer a nd  im po rta nt  i nte re st s 
to serve which  c all  fo r c on tin uin g stron g bi la te ra l p rog ram s.

Second , I beli eve there ar e po tenti all y signif icant benefit s to the  Un ited St ates  
from U.N. dev elopment  as sis tanc e ac tiv ities . We ar e not . af te r all, hand lin g ou r 
own in te rn al  problem s of development  in fully  sa tis fa ct or y fashion . We need 
be tter  ide as an d technique s than  we have . As the U.N. dev elopment  prog ram 
moves ah ea d ove r the years , it  wil l necessa rily dea l inc reas ingly  with  the kind s 
of pro blems  we fac e in our own coun try —pro blem s of the  qu al ity  of the  en viron
ment, of ur ba n gro wth and  decay, of fam ily  planning , education , and ho us ing  
fo r dis ad va ntag ed  grou ps. As United Na tions ex pe rts  seek  to help  solve thes e 
pro blems in India,  or Br az il,  or Ind onesia, there wil l be much fo r us to le arn 
fro m th ei r resu lts .

So we sho uld  no t th ink of Un ited Na tio ns  developme nt ac tiv iti es  as  sim ply  a 
way of sh ar in g ou r adv anc ed tech nology with  deve loping coun tries,  bu t increa s
ing ly as  a me ans of coo per atively at tack in g prob lems in whose  solution  we ou r
selves  ha ve  a  con sid era ble  sta ke . The sam e point  h olds fo r ou r bi la te ra l technic al 
coo perat ion  pro gra ms .

Mr. Gallagher. T ha nk  you very much, Mr . Bell, fo r y ou r th ou gh ts  
an d rem ark s.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD K. HAMILTON, VICE PRESIDENT AND 
SENIOR FELLOW AT THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION

Mr. Gallagher. You m ay proc eed , Mr. H am ilton .
Mr. H amilto n. Th an k you, Mr. Ch airma n.
I alw ays  have to begin an ythi ng  1 say,  at leas t in th is pe riod aft er 

the  Pears on  repo rt has  come out,  by obs erv ing  t ha t the Pears on  Com
mission  is close to  unique  among  bu rea uc rat ic org aniza tio ns  in th at  
ha ving  done its job it has dissolved and no lon ger  exis ts. So wh at  I  
say  does no t necessarily reflec t the views  of the  commissioners or  of



the chairman, though I think in most cases we think along very parallel lines.
I am very grate ful for this opportunity  to suggest some summary thoughts as you consider this topic. I will t ry to be brief. Therefore, I will speak in shorthand. I know tha t you know the subject very well. Therefore, you will understand when I have cut corners. The one thing I am most worried about is lapsing into the jargon which 1 think we use in this field with so much abandon as to make communications difficult if not impossible. If  I star t to do that,  J hope someone will in terrupt me.
1 think that looking at development activities alone, one can sometimes compare the United Nations with an umbrella—more interesting for what it covers than what it is. I don't mean by tha t to disparage the direct U.N. programs. Tha t is, the U.N. Development Program operating through the 10 specialized agencies. They have been and they are among the world's la rger sources of technical assistance and preinvestment studies.
But I think we have to face the fact that  the relation of the United Nations as such to the bulk of what is traditionally  referred to as multila teral development support is that  of a distant  and—despite the efforts of Paul Hoffman and others which in themselves are superb—sometimes a rathe r muddled patriarch of an extended family in which the offspring have long since acquired a size and independence which tend to obscure and attenuate links with their  forebears. It  is not correct to say th at there is no connection between the members of the extended U.N. family, but it is clear tha t the financial agencies regard and conduct themselves as independent peers, with the United Nations and with each other.
Of course, the oldest of the development finance agencies—the World Bank—is as old as the United Nations itself, and sprang from many of the same concepts and progenitors. However, it is only in the past 15 years that the Bank has concentrated largely on development projects in poor countries, and tha t it has acquired the affiliates, particularly the International Development Association (ID A) , necessary to make loans of the types and on the terms the problem principally requires. The three regional development banks for Latin America, Asia, and Africa are even more recent in the evolutionary scale, though the Inter-American Development Bank has now completed more than a decade of growth.
Tn view of its recent vintage, it is perhaps remarkable tha t the multila teral aid community, including the direct U.N. programs, is now the vehicle for on the order of $1 billion in net loan and grant assistance to the developing countries each year, of which about $700 million is on terms which qualify  it to be called “aid.” Put another way, a little more than 10 percent of the flow of official development assistance from non-Communist industr ialized countries is now provided through multila teral organizations.
However, there has been much more to the growth of multi lateralism than the expansion of international agencies. A simultaneous trend has taken hold, on a very large scale, which makes the decisions which shape and direct the flow of aid more susceptible to multilateral negotiation and influence. This, too, has taken several forms.
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The first was the aid consortium composed of the official donors, 
bilateral and multi latera l (except for the direct U.X. programs), 
which supply aid to a par ticu lar  country, meeting under  the chair
manship of an international  organization.

There are now three of these in operation—in In dia , Pakistan, and 
Turkey. A less demanding form of the same concept is expressed in 
the consultative group, in which potential donors need not signify a 
commitment to provide aid as a ticket of admission. These now num
ber about a dozen, though they differ greatly among themselves in 
seriousness and significance. Even less formal ad hoc groupings  have 
emerged in recent years in such countries as Ghana and Indonesia 
where the initial impulse stems largely  from the concern of foreign 
creditors  who see that their prospects of receiving payments on huge 
outstanding debts res t on the overall long-term advance of the debtor 
economy. In practice these groups have become nearly  indistinguish
able from consortia.

Finally, still another hybrid  has appeared in Latin America which 
has yet to be duplicated elsewhere. This is the Inter-American Com
mittee for the Alliance for Progress, known by its Spanish acronym 
CIA P. It  joins six representative aid recipients and the predominant 
donor to the region (the United  States) in a formally-chartered or
ganization  which undertakes periodic reviews of the development 
performance  of Latin  American countries and attem pts to advise 
donors on financial and other external requirements in the light of 
these assessments. It  would be misleading to suggest that CIA P has 
great ly affected the nature  and direction of U.S. aid decisions during 
its first years of operation, but to my mind it represents a significant 
innovation in that  it (1) addresses more than a single country, (2) 
is supported by a permanent staff (the economic staff of the OAS), 
and (3) gives recipients a welcome role—and it could be a leading 
role—in monitoring  thei r own progress and that  of other recip
ient countries. Moreover, President Nixon’s policy statements with 
respect to Latin America suggest tha t the United  States  may now be 
willing  to accord to CIA P all of the influence and responsibility of 
which it shows itself technically capable.

In  my judgment, these separable but closely rela ted trends—toward 
larger multil ateral  aid agencies, and toward more ways of “multi
lateraliz ing” bilatera l aid—reflect a series of lessons, largely political 
in nature , which the world has slowly learned dur ing the 15 years in 
which rapid progress in poor countries has become at least a semi- 
serious policy objective in most of the world.

The first is that development in most countries is a very long-term 
proposit ion and th at development aid must be conceived and provided 
with reasonable continui ty over a similar ly extended period if it is to 
be effective. The corollary of this is th at economic aid to serve short
term politica l ends (1) doesn’t often work and, (2) quickly poisons 
the political  relationship necessary to sustain development cooper
ation.

The second lesson is tha t the polit ics of a successful aid relationship, 
in both donor and recipient countries, are more and more inconsistent 
with the more rig id tr aditional  notions of internationa l politics which 
requires all important enterprises to be carried out largely in the
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framework of classic bilateral relations between States. Indeed, where 
the classic pat tern  is adhered to, development aid inevitably becomes 
identified with the natu ral efforts of each country to fur the r its own 
immediate political  advantage,  usually with the damaging conse
quences suggested above. This problem has long been obvious to stu
dents of developing countries, but  it is often a relatively recent dis
covery for citizens of such wealthy countries as our own, who have 
only lately come to fear  bilateral and profoundly pol itical involvement 
with particula r regimes in the volatile politics of the developing world.

I would suggest that  a thir d lesson is that despite the problems of 
partnership between rich and poor the arm’s length concept of develop
ment aid is neither  efficient nor politically sustainable for any length 
of time in either rich countries or poor. If  the choice reduces to no 
aid on the one hand and aid without information and involvement 
on the other, most major donors will resolve the issue by providing 
no aid.

And, finally, it is very clear tha t, whatever the organizational 
-expression of the development partne rship,  there are very real and 
necessary limits upon the role of outsiders in the affairs o f a develop
ing country. A stable aid relationship demands that  those willing to 
provide external assistance be informed and that  they be given a fai r 
hearing when major  development decisions are at hand. But there 
cannot be the  slightest shred of doubt about who must finally make 
those decisions; they must be made by the developing countries them
selves. Th is is not only an obvious consequence of political organiza
tion  in nation-states,  it is also reasonable in light of the fact that 
developing countries do on the average provide at least 85 percent 
of the resources required fo r their growth. And, perhaps  less obviously, 
it is required because the  centra l factor  in development is the positive 
will to progress which cannot be supplied from outside.

It  seems clear tha t for all these reasons, and in a somewhat fitful 
and disjointed way, the world has slowly begun to build a system of 
multil ateral  machinery capable of taking the lead in a renewed and 
much larger attack  upon the cancer of poverty which, rivaled only by 
the control of nuclear weapons, has a reasonable claim as the most 
serious problem now facing humanity. Much has been accomplished 
but  even more remains for the 19T0’s.

The basic difficulty is tha t the impressive arra y of multilate ral 
instruments which comprises the extended U.N. family  does not yet 
resemble an integra ted system in which coverage is reasonably com
plete, labor  is consciously divided, programs are coordinated, monitor
ing processes are combined, st anda rds are made consistent, develop
ment resources other than  aid are incorporated,  and the decision 
processes for bilateral aid are filtered throu gh mult ilateral mecha
nisms which assure thei r technical probity and political legitimacy. 
The challenge for  the 1970’s is posed in the question whether the  com
munity of nations can build on the substantial progress of the past and 
create the multilateral framework which is, in my view, the  best— 
and perhaps  the only—hope for an effective program of development 
cooperation on a scale consistent with the problem.

Wh at I  am suggesting is a mammoth task. But there are four steps 
which seem to me most important.
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Fir st , we mu st enlar ge  the  concept of mul til ater al  aid  to include  
those resources w hich are  c lea rly  and hones tly  allocate d t hrou gh  p roc
esses which  accord  a str on g presu mp tion to  the rec om menda tion s of 
legi tim ate  mul til ater al  groups . As I  wi ll po in t ou t in a minute,  th is 
will req uir e mec han isms wi th more  perma nen ce and capacit y th an  
presen t conso rtia , consult an t gro ups or  ad  hoc groupin gs . However , 
if  we are  successful in dev eloping mul til ateral  en tit ies  wi th  sufficient 
technica l capacity to prog ram and allo cate bi la tera l aid , the  resu lti ng  
flow sho uld  be recogn ized to be jus t as “m ul ti la te ra l’' as thou gh  de 
liv ere d by an in ternat iona l agency . In  shor t, the  test sho uld  be in the 
decision  p rocess, no t in the delivery  mechanism. Th is is t he  o nly  pr ac 
tic al  means by which  mul til ateral  aid  can  become pred om inan t in the 
ne xt  decade in  a co ntext o f expand ing  tota l flows.

Second,  the  m ul til at er al  agencies must com mand a signif icantly 
gr ea te r sha re of  th is  grow ing  flow o f official aid . I t  has  been cle ar in 
the 1960’s t hat  the ab ili ty  of an in ternat iona l agency  to tak e the lead 
in mul til ateral  grou ps  at  the  c ountry level has  been  dependent on the  
sta ke  the  agency  its el f has  invested  in the  rel evant dev elopment  
prog ram . For exa mple, the W orld  B ank g roup  has  been a genu ine  and  
effective lea der in the con sor tia fo r In di a an d Pa ki stan , in la rg e part  
because it has been the second largest len der in those cou ntr ies  and 
has main tai ne d a rel ati ve ly large  an d substan tive res ide nt staf f. In  
many othe r countrie s where it has done  much less len din g it  has ex
er ted much less lea dersh ip.  I t  seems c lea r t hat  as  long as  a ll th e mul ti
la te ra l agencies toge ther  command only a li ttl e more th an  abou t 10 
perce nt of th e official a id  flow, the y will be in a poor positi on to ca rry  
ou t t he  res ponsibi lit ies  o f lea dersh ip which the times demand.

Of  course, these agencies va ry widely in th ei r capacit y fo r rapi d 
grow th,  and mos t of them stil l exhib it cro tchets—such as the  ave rsio n 
to nonp rojec t l endin g—which im pa ir thei r u sefulness. T he  d ire ct  U.N. 
prog ram s need subs tan tia l reo rgan izi ng  at both head qu ar ter s and 
field level s alo ng  the  lines suggested in Si r Rober t Jackson's  recent 
“S tudy  of the  Ca pa cit y of the  Un ite d Na tions D eve lopmen t System.” 
Here I agree very str on gly wi th Mr.  Be ll’s comments. The  three 
reg ion al banks presen t very dif ferent  situa tions , wi th co rre spondin g 
diffe rences in th ei r capacit y to grow . Reviewin g the  en tire ar ray,  the 
agency  wi th  the  mo st clearly demo nstra ted  ab ili ty  to expand rapidly 
wi tho ut loss of effect iveness is the  W or ld  B an k’s developm ent -len ding 
affiliate,  th e In te rn at io na l Developm ent  Associa tion . Thus, the acid  
test of t he  w or ld’s willingn ess  to  ca pit ali ze  on the  progres s m ade in  th e 
1960’s is the  rep len ish me nt of  ID A whi ch is cu rre ntl y unde r negotia 
tion  and must be pre sen ted  to leg isl atu res  in 1971. Nevertheless, it is 
clear th at  all  expansi on  of thes e agencies mu st be accompanied  by 
inter na l impro vem ent s and ref orms  which equ ip them to lead  the aid 
com munity  t hr ou gh  th e same st re ng th  an d flexib ility w hich  have c ha r
acte rize d the  more en lighte ned bi lat eral  prog ram s.

Th ird , wye mus t wo rk tow ard  a worldwid e ne twork  o f res ide nt field 
miss ions un de r mul til ater al  control whi ch con duct sys tem atic  and 
com prehensive  rev iews of economic pe rfo rmance in  aid -receivin g cou n
tries,  engage  in a co ns tan t dia log  with local officials as the y—and I 
emphasi ze the y—determ ine  dev elopment plan s and pro gra ms , and  
at tempt  to inco rporate capi tal , tech nical, and food  aid  as in tegrated
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par ts of a single external assistance program. These missions should 
support a consortium, a consultative group, or a CIAP-type organiza
tion in every developing country which elects to participate in major 
programs of development cooperation. They may look very different 
in different regions; what works in Africa or Latin America may not 
work in Eas t Asia. And the configuration should not be composed ac
cording to some global patte rn but should reflect the realities and 
preferences of the parties involved, particularly , obviously the devel
oping country involved.

Today, the United States operates the only network of field mis
sions designed for this integrated  programing task. Given the political 
tribula tions of recent years, we have, I th ink, been remarkably success
ful in many countries. However, the politics of large resident bilateral 
field missions are rapidly becoming untenable virtually everywhere. 
The challenge to us is to see this not as a signal to end U.S. develop
ment aid, but as an urgent call to effect an orderly transition from 
bilateralism to an effective multilateralism for which the world and 
the international machinery are increasingly well prepared.

Fourth,  I would argue that  this immense undertaking is only 
likely—and perhaps only possible—if the major  actors on the develop
ment s tage set about to unite themselves into a more viable source of 
initiative and a more fitting object of public confidence.

Therefore, my final proposal is tha t responsible ministers and heads 
of agencies representing the bilateral donors, the multil ateral  donors 
and resource managers, and a st rong and representative group of aid 
recipients be organized into an International Development Council 
which could begin the long process of creating  the country-level mech
anisms jus t described. At the same time such a Council' could begin 
working to develop the necessary cr iteria  for judging economic per
formance, encouraging the  multila teral agencies to take the necessary 
steps to prepare themselves for a leadership role, and aggregating 
country-level estimates in to an autho ritat ive world aid budge t—or a 
set of alterna tive budgets—which gives political decisionmakers a 
reasonably coherent idea of what can be done in which developing 
country over what period of time and at what cost.

The struc ture and membership of this Council is crucial to its 
success. I t is important  to note th at it could be no more than advisory, 
but its membership would assure a certain  weight of influence if each 
member took the enterprise  seriously. I have some very personal no
tions of how the group might be organized, but the important general 
principles are: (1) Tha t the group be relatively small and manage
able; (2) tha t it be so structured as to make it  possible both to reas
sure the donors that they enjoy a strong presumption of a voting 
majo rity and to reassure the recipients tha t they have a reasonable 
chance of persuading the majority to thei r point of view (this is, in 
essence, a middle ground between the present U.N. system, which 
seems to me too dispersed, and the present Bank and Fund represen
tation al system, which many developing countries consider too heavily 
weighted in the direction of the money pro vid ers ); (3) tha t every 
member actually finance or operate development programs or be di
rectly concerned with a relevant flow of  nonaid resources; (4) that 
each inte rnational member include both donor and rec ipient constitu-
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ents; (5) that the direct programs of the United Nations be represented by a single representative;  (6) that explicit provision be made for the membership of the Soviet Union and mainland  China when and if they wish to join ; and (7) that  the Council be backed by a small but highly  competent staff headed by a strong director who stands well with both donors and recipients.
It  is only through a group with this breadth and competence that  I can imagine the world community making a serious a ttack on the 

problem stated in the title of these hearings—“Bridging the Development Gap.” For it is only this  kind of group which could uni te the strengths and compensate for the weaknesses of  each actor without arousing the political and jurisdictional fears which would result if any of the major players a ttempted to assume the  lead alone.
r  It  would be a risky enterprise , and there would be no more than aneven chance that  it would not degenerate into ano ther ineffectual in ternationa l debating society. Sti ll, in the world in which we must operate, it seems to me that  it offers the best chance we have of pull ing this formidable but still  sadly incomplete aid community into an organiza tion with a capacity to address what is probably the most ambitious objective man has ever set himself. One th ing I  think is cer tain ; nothing less than  innovation on th is scale will bring  to this global problem the global resolve which alone can lead to solution.

Thank you.
Mr. Gallagher. Thank you very much, Mr. Hamilton.
The Pearson repor t argues in support of more substantial  multilateral aid—a recommendation which you three gentlemen generally support.
Specifically, i t suggests tha t the share of multilateral aid be raised from the present level of 10 percent of total development assistance to a minimum of 20 percent by 1975.
I would like, as p art of th is discussion, to ask whether in your conversations with other U.N. delegates you have noticed any willingness on the part  of indust rialized countries to channel more aid through multilateral organizations?
Ambassador Olds. There are seven nations now that have responded positively by way of intention to the prospect of realizing the 1-per-• cent goal which compared to our 0.34 is a sizable increase.
Those are principally Nordic countries—Sweden, Denmark, Finland, Norway, the Netherlands, and West Germany.
Mr. McNamara reported in his speech Friday  night tha t he had* spoken with the Japanese, and they had not made a firm pledge of percentage, but tha t they were committed to moving in this direction.So it is clear that with the exception of the United States, which has not vet declared itsel f on this matter , most of the donor countries whom we have been pressing in that  direction have indicated both the desire to increase their  total aid an d; second, to increase the percentage of tha t aid into multila teral channels. They have expressed the concern which Mr. Bell put, I think, rather pointedly here, in which we share, that, the multilateral mechanism and its capacity, in this case the UNDP and other agencies of the U.N., be strengthened along the lines recommended by the Jackson report  and the central features which Mr. Bell underscored.

41-972— 70------i o
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AVe intend, in the govern ing council of the UN DP to press precisely 
in that  direction in the March meeting. The March meeting, which is 
shortly  upon us, gives the oppor tunity immediately to  come to terms 
with tha t strengthening.

Mr. Hamilton. Perhaps I could supplement the quan titativ e dis
cussion a little, Mr. Chairman. The 1 percent, as you know, is a ta rge t 
for the total  flow of resources, public and private. It  corresponds to the  
target t hat  was agreed upon in the second conference of UNCTA D in 
1968, and it refers to all flows with terms above 1 year, between rich 
countries and poor. Wh at the Pearson and Tinberger reports  have 
added is a specific date by which the targe t should be met : 1975 in the 
case of the Pearson Commission and 1972 in the case of Professor Tin- 
berger’s committee.

The subtarget of th e Pearson  Commission is tha t the flow of official 
aid, which is now ru nning at about ha lf of the total aid flow, should 
reach 0.7 of 1 percent of the  GNP of the wealthy countries by 1975.

The total resource flow runs at about $13 billion a year, 12.8 in  1968. 
The official aid flow runs  at about $6.5 billion a year.

I think what Mr. Olds is referr ing to is the following: Since the 
Pearson report appeared, the Government of Germany, in the first 
declaration made upon taking office, announced t hat  the Federal Re
public would tr y to meet the official aid targets. Those are extremely 
difficult for Germany, almost as difficult in percentage terms as they 
would be for us. The Government of the United  Kingdom has indi 
cated tha t it will reach the 1 percent targ et sometime between 1975 and 
1980, and they are not yet  clear on precisely when they will hit  the of
ficial targets, but it is clear, I think, tha t the intention is there. The 
Government of France is already meeting both ta rgets,  al though tha t 
story isn’t perhaps as good as it  looks on first reading  because both the 
total resource flow and the flow of official aid from France has been de
clining in recent years. It  was closer to 2 percent relatively recently. 
The Government of J apan  has  suggested that i t will continue  to raise 
its aid expenditures at the  level it has been raising them in recent years, 
which I might say is about one-third per year. If  they do that, they  will 
achieve the Pearson targets.

There you have four of the five countries tha t provide more than 80 
percent of  all the official aid th at  is provided by non-Communist coun
tries, and all four of them seem to be moving in the direction of meet
ing the Pearson targets.

As Mr. Olds said, the one that  is not, or has  not yet expressed itself, 
is the United  States.

To get to your question that  is what share of this should be multi 
latera l, I think that is still unclear. No government has yet been will
ing to put a pa rticular number or percentage, or even a statement of 
general intent in the record with respect to the increasing share that 
mult ilateral aid ought to take, though I thin k it is fai r to say that  
there is a general feeling among the professionals in this field that 
governments are tending in that  direction. Still , these indications are 
as yet only general impressions, they are not expressed in statements we 
can quote to you.

Mr. Bell. I have nothing to add.
Mr. Gallagiter. In  line with tha t, one of the problems that certainly 

recurs each year  here in the Congress is how are national governments
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really going to be persuaded to make more resources available to the 
United Nations when in so doing they lose control over their  own 
funds.

This is one of the things tha t we get involved in each year, in dis
cussing multila teral aspects of aid and participation .

I would like to hear any comments you might have on that.
Maybe Mr. Bell who is now a pr ivate citizen aft er being through so 

many of these wars will have some views on that subject.
Mr. Bell. I  am not sure, Mr. Chairman, that  it is fa ir to say th at 

the United  States  loses control of those resources in any meaningful 
way.

We provide those resources to the  United Nations on the one hand 
and to the World Bank and the regional banks on the other, which are 

» the principal m ultila teral channels at the present time.
We provide those resources to organizations in which the United 

States is itself p art  of the governing body. We speak with a loud voice 
in the United Nations and in the World  Bank and in the regional banks 
of which we are members—tha t is, the Latin American Bank and the 
Asian Bank.

Consequently, the United States is represented, and strongly repre
sented, in my observation, in governing these multilate ral agencies.

Furthermore, we provide these resources to organizations whose 
standards and practices are completely open book.

The information on how the U.N. development program resources 
are used is public information. I t is available to us. We can judge. You 
in the Congress and those in the executive branch can judge how well 
the funds are spent. The World Bank books are open. The regional 
bank books are open.

My own observation continues to be th at among the agencies which 
dispose of development resources in the world today, the World Bank 
probably stands a t the top of the l ist in terms of efficiency.

I felt when I  was in AID, and I must say I  still feel today, that 
AID’s efficiency of use of  development resources is probably second 
only to the World  Bank, and ahead of most of the other agencies. 
But the efficiency of use of resources of the Inter-American Bank 
and the Asian Bank, which is, afte r all, a very new organization,

• and of the UNDP  is high, in my observation.
Consequently, the  allocation o f U.S. resources to these multi latera l 

agencies for development assistance is a strongly warranted use of 
allocation of our resources in terms of efficiency.

* As I indicated earlier in the remarks I made as par t of the begin
ning of this hearing,  I think that  all of these agencies, bar  none, 
can improve the ir efficiency, and should be expected to do so.

The Jackson repo rt suggests how the United Nations development 
assistance program, the technical assistance program, can be im
proved. I am sure my colleague, Mr. Hamilton, and I  would agree 
that there are w\ays in which the World Bank’s efficiency can and 
should be improved.
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A ID ’s efficiency can and  shou ld be improved, and so on. But  they  
are good, strong org anizat ions as the world exists,  and they do in 
fac t have  a considerable  imp act  on the grow th of income and the 
growth  of welfare a rou nd the  world.

The  record, by and  large is, I  think,  quite good. Those would be 
my responses, Mr. C hai rma n.

Mr. Gallagher. Ambassadoi1 Olds ?
Ambassador Olds. I  would not have too much to add to what Mr. 

Bell has  already  said.  Pe rhap s there are two prin cipal points. The 
one th at  I trie d to make  in my open ing remarks  had  to do with 
the interdependent c harac ter  of  our world. I  th ink  i t is not yet v ivid ly 
clear  to us how our  own intere st is interlocked with  the interests  of 
others.

We are now f acing th is acu tely  on the  domestic fro nt  in the realiza 
tion , for  instance, of how the  per petuat ion  of pockets of poverty, 
for  instance, impoverish us all. These  come to be more costly, not 
less, as they remain  unresolved .

So in the  areas, pa rti cu lar ly , where, fo r poli tica l reasons, we are 
on a bilateral  basis, unable to be helpfu l in gen era ting  movement 
tow ard  self-sufficiency on the  p ar t of the  lesser developed and poorer 
coun tries,  the mu ltil ate ral  fram ewo rk prov ides  both a more ready 
pol itical access to the  resolutio n of that problem, and  the  exte nt to 
which their economy is accelerated  rela tes  to ou r own accelerated 
economy.

Th e Economic Commission for  Europe, for instance, one of the 
fou r regional commissions of the U.N.,  has ju st fiinished a stud y 
illus tra tin g how the advanced economies are vit ally rela ted in the ir 
gro wth  curve  for the  gross  national produc t to the  capa city  of the 
less-developed countries in the  generat ion not simp ly of raw materi als  
bu t in the consumer  capabi lity , the produced  goods on the pa rt of 
the  more developed countries.

This inte rlocking  rela tion ship , which, in an earl ier  period, did , to  be 
sure,  define a colonial rela tion ship, is nonetheless a clue to a deeper  
economic interdependence which, in effect, does reinforce our own 
economy and its growth in t erm s of our  part icipation.

A second po in t: T don’t have the figures on the  percentag e with  re
spect, for instance, o f the  UN DP’s prog ram  in terms of  equ ipment and 
goods where our own marke ts are real ly reinforced by the claim of 
the developing count ries fo r the  equipment and for a wide var iety of 
goods essential to the fac ilit ation  of their  own development  program .

These are essentially  what I  would call self -interes ted fea tures of 
our  economy.

The final poin t I th ink Mr. Bell made but  T would  like to sort of 
reinforce an d underscore it. T ha t is I  am a lways  ap pal led  at  colleagues 
in America who keep ta lk ing about the Governm ent in Washing ton,  
as thou gh in our kind of society there was a g overnment unre lated to 
the people and unresponsive  to the people.

You can see I am a democra t with a small “d, ” in the  conviction  t ha t 
thi s is a democracy and  that,  in effect, we opera te by representation 
and  persuasion. This is the ar t of our kind of Government, and the 
extent  to which people th ink of the  Governm ent as something oth er 
than  the responsibili ty of the  people it tend s to become unresponsive.
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In  the  same way, the  Un ited Natio ns is not  the thi ng  up in New 
York, the  ope ration somewhere else. I t  is the inves tment of our com
mitmen t a nd 126 o the r countries  to  the convict ion th at  th is aren a can, 
in effect, in the  same sense that  our  own federal system works, be 
responsive to and  reflect the  judg men t of the  people.

I have the priv ilege, a s you know, of  r epre sent ing the United States 
in th at  aren a on the  economic and social side. Though I am not a 
dip lom at, and I am a misplaced far m boy in a real sense, nonetheless, 
I can say in the  y ear  t ha t I have been there I have represented us in 
10 intern atio nal  conferences, at  all levels of complexity, and  I  believe 
th at  the United Sta tes ’ voice, though it m igh t be heard more e loquently 
than  mine, nonetheless, is persuasive and  influential , and, in a general 
sense, the k ind  of  resolu tion of action  to  which these bodies come seem 
to me to  reflect our  own inte res t and  the main  line of our efforts and 
influence.

As they  say, you can’t win them all, bu t they  paid Ted Will iams  
$100,000 for only b att ing .333. I t seems to me o ur e xpectation  of  deliv
ery  wi th respec t to th eir  fun ction has been more th an  warra nted by the 
facts . An Ame rican  leads  the program . The  prin cipal source of sup 
pl ier  for  the imp act  of the mu ltil ate ral  pro gram in the U.N. is the 
United  Sta tes.

The stew ardship of the dolla r, even thou gh we all would recognize 
it can be improved  and  should,  is nonetheless  of a high  o rder of pe r
formance fo r the d ollar commit ted, and our effort now is to s tren gthe n 
that  system so tha t, as we say,  a lar ge r pa rt of that dol lar is mu lti
plied out at the poin t of need and  not  eaten  up by red tap e and 
bureaucracy.

So in all these senses it strikes me the  reason , the ini tia l reason— 
and now I ret urn to my fundam enta l point—the initia l reason is no t 
because we feel ashamed of our affluence or because we feel moved bv 
huma nitari an  concerns, thoug h those may all figure, but because the 
simple  fact  of life  in 1970 is tha t this is an inte rdepen den t world, 
and  what happens in these othe r coun tries  sooner or later,  as they  
say, come home to roost.

Our own convict ion about the importan ce of help ing  them to be
come independent and self-sufficient is, in effect, to enrich the life  o f 
us all.

Mr. Gallagher. Th ank you. I th ink  you have real ly pu t your fin
ger on one of the nerve ends. I th ink  it  would be more helpfu l if 
people would ref er to “ou r” Governmen t instead of “th is” Govern
ment.

We seem to be in an adversa ry proceeding  once in a while. I t is our  
Government. I  th ink  th at  may be p ar t of the  ali enat ion of some young 
people .

Mr. Gross. Would you yield?
Mr. Gallagher. Yes.
Mr. Gross. You two Democrats seem to d isagree wi th ano ther Dem

ocra t by the name of Will iam O. Douglas . Tie talk s about the Gov
ernm ent and the “establi shment” in his new book, if you can call it 
a book.

Ambassador Olds. Mr. Gross, I shou ld say, not  that  it makes a 
great, deal  of difference here, when I  said  I  am a Democrat with  a
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small “d,” T am a Republican, but I am tryin g to practice democracy. 
It  is a paradox. The Democrat and Republican—well, I  must not get 
into the history of those terms.

But we have a Republican form of government tha t practices 
democracy.

Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Hamil ton?
Mr. H amilton. The only thing I  would add, Mr. Chairman, is that 

the question of control is very sensitive to one's objectives, tha t is, 
what he wants control for. I think we have evolved a great deal in 
the development business in the last 15 years in our unders tanding 
of both the objectives we have in mind and the conditions in which we 
must operate.

I think we know now that  if we want control in order to achieve 
short-te rm political advantages, it probably isn’t worth a g reat deal 
because foreign aid doesn’t produce short-term political advantages 
in any very predictable way. If  we are talking about control in order 
simply to demonstrate the good will of the Government or the people 
of the United  States in order, in some narrow sense, to win f riends 
through foreign aid, we know tha t control is not very useful for those 
purposes either, because foreign aid on the whole doesn’t win friends 
in any predictable way.

What development aid does is to contribute to a long-term process 
of advancement on the part of people who want to advance—not any 
process imposed from abroad. This  in turn affects all the factors which 
determine the hopes, aspirations, and behavior of the  peoples involved, 
but it does not necessarily serve the short-term political interest of 
any par ticu lar donor. What we know about development is that it is 
very hard to imagine the kind of evolution we want to see in the world 
without  a strong element of economic and social advance in the two- 
thirds of the world where l iving  standards are so much lower than 
ours.

Given th is understanding of our objectives, di rect bilatera l control 
is not really very useful. Fo r long-term development ends, the s truc
ture  Mr. Bell was ta lking  about—the leading role the United States 
plays in all internat ional organizations—is quite sufficient, in my view, 
to assure the efficiency of the use of resources to those ends. He is 
quite r igh t in pointing out th at all the international instruments need 
improvement. But the degree of influence the United States has in 
these organizations seems to me quite adequate. In short, I don’t think 
we should measure control in quite the terms we would have measured 
it in this field 15 years ago.

Mr. Gallagher. One of the reservations that  I have, before we get 
into the yearly debate on multi or bilateral aid, is tha t I sometimes 
feel tha t there will be a decrease in the amount of overall assistance 
to the developing countries as we partic ipate  on a large r scale in 
multi latera l aid.

I wonder if  you gentlemen share that feeling. What will be the net 
effect of an increase in multilateral a id?

Mr. H amilton. Tha t is a very serious worry, sir, but I would 
emphasize one of the things  I  was trying to bring out in my remarks, 
tha t it is not necessary for true multilateralism to funnel aid only 
through the formal multi lateral agencies. These agencies carry just
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over 10 percent of the total  flow of development aid now. At best, it 
probably won’t be more than 20 to 25 percent of the total by 1975, if  
the total is allowed to grow’ in the next few years.

What one can do, I think, is to try to b ring under multil ateral  in
fluence and negotiation the process by which the aid is allocated. T hat  
is, the process by which the performance of the developing country is 
assessed, the decisions are made as to what prior ity sectors and in
vestments are to be supported , and the labor is divided among the var
ious donors. If  w’e can manage this, the aid that  tha t results will be 
multilateral , even if it is delivered by the U.S. aid program, the  Br it
ish, the French,  or the Germans. Indeed, it is just as multila teral as if 
it came out of the World Bank, if, in fact, it is programed by a tech
nical and professional staff capable of doing the extremely difficult 
and complicated technical job involved in this kind of programing, in 
the developing country under multilate ral auspices.

If  this occurs, if you have a consortium, a consultative group, a 
CIAP-type organization, or something of this kind which works with 
the developing country in deciding what a development program ought  
to look like, and what all the external inputs into it ought to add up 
to, then it seems to me you have a mulilatera l system just as certainly  
as if you decided tomorrow—which I would say is impossible—to turn 
over all U.S. aid to the regional banks and the World Bank.

Mr. Gallagher. Do you see a more meaningful role for this kind of 
development assistance o r greater usefulness within  the United Na
tions infrast ructure?

Ambassador Olds. I think  there are a number of areas where th is 
is multiplied substan tially in the mult ilateral arena.

Mr. Bell touched on two tha t are terribly important. There is the 
population problem which is very difficult to deal with on a mult i
lateral basis. In  Latin America, it runs into the religious dimension. 
In  Africa , i t is viewed frequently as a kind of white man’s effort as 
holding the black man down.

The multilateral framework of the United Nat ions makes it, I think, 
dramat ically more effective in terms of the impact of the end result, 
which is to control the population  explosion and to bring i t into some 
kind of rational order.

In the held of natu ral resources we are only beginning to touch on 
the fr inge of what I take to be one of the critical f rontiers of the future 
in both space and the seas. We have achieved in terms of space and 
recently in terms of the seas, an in ternational legal definition of  jur is
diction which is the first but important step.

But the exploitation of the seas, which has only begun, cannot, it 
seems to me, really proceed on a bilateral basis. It  must proceed within 
the framework of an in ternational  framework.

On our influence along the lines of developing the multi latera l aid, 
the Ambassador from Yalta  has proposed that some of the resources 
of the seas be utilized for development. There is a grea t hope that  
there will be an internat ional machinery th at in a more equitable way 
can help facili tate the development of the seas.

The whole field of the discovery and exploitat ion of natural re
sources on land is importan t. As you know, the U.N.’s Natura l Re
sources Division has been enormously useful in countries where a
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bilateral  effort would not be permitted,  where the anxiety over what 
some of the developing countries would th ink of as almost predato ry 
efforts of certain  corporations or certain countries where they would 
not even permit them in the country, they would welcome and have 
the United  Nations’ resource teams.

As you know, the uranium finds in Somalia, which has been one of 
the poorest countries in the world, has just  transformed it.

The copper find in Panama—these are il lustrations. We took about 
40 ambassadors to Houston a couple of weeks ago from the developing 
countries to look a t the earth resource satellite system tha t is a spinoff „
of our space program.

These are these sensitive camera systems and sensor systems which 
can identify at 60 miles up whether the tree in the San Joaqu in Valley 
is alive or dead or going to be dead, the identification of water re- *
sources in the arid arena, and so on.

The capacity for these new scientific developments to be useful to 
the developing countries, it seems to me, relates to the ir being under 
the auspices of an interna tional arena and organization.

Then they are both acceptable and they are effective. The whole 
question of land reform, which has been a critical problem in relat ion 
to our bilatera l programs in a great many countries, and even in 
Vietnam, the possibility of land reform coming out of one of the re
gional commissions on Africa  under  the TT.N. auspices has a vastly 
different characte r than if it seems to be the political pressure of one 
part icular government or one partic ular country.

Fina lly, in terms of  the human environment, the TT.N. conference to 
be called in 1972 i llustrates t hat  we really cannot deal with the prob
lem of the human environment, its pollution and/o r its conservation 
on a bi latera l basis. The fish don’t stop swimming at the 17th parallel 
or 54.40.

The problems of water pollution—T am an Oregon boy and the 
Columbia doesn’t rise in the United States. It  rises in Canada.

The Meking swings through four  of the ripa rian  nations of Laos, 
Cambodia, Thailand, and Vietnam.

Virtually  all of these key elements in the environment: the water, 
the resources, the air we breathe, are in ternational. They link us.

In  the paper  this morning, the sky, the airline, the transport prob- „
lem, which is now acute with the problem of sabotage, cannot be dealt 
with on a bilateral basis. It  has to be dealt with in the  f ramework, as 
even the skies, that  link us together.

It  seems to me, Mr. Chairman, all of these suggest not tha t bilate ral »
programs of appropriateness  ought not  to be pursued, but tha t increas
ingly the character of our world links us in a way t ha t we are  driven 
to devise and enhance those mechanisms.

To be sure, they are frai l wreaths. This is a very short  time, in 25 
years, to try  to put. together  how you orchestrate a world. But tha t is 
what we are doing.

I think the whole bent of our preoccupation in economics and in the 
environment and the qua lity of human life moves us in this  direction.

Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Whalley?
Mr. Whalley. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Congressman Gallagher was k ind enough to ask me to s it for a few 

minutes unt il someone on our side came in. I want to  compliment him 
and his subcommittee for having  these hearings.
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I am very much impressed with the caliber of the witnesses. 1 had 
the tremendous experience of serving in the United Nations with Con
gressman Fascell at the 1969 session, so I  did meet Ambassador Olds 
and his friend.

David Bell, I remember you when you were with AID, and also 
Mr. Hamilton with the Brookings Inst itution.

At the United Nations  they never gave me anything as serious as 
developmental problems for developing countries, but the more sim
ple things  such as Red China and both sides of the Korean situat ion.

I am glad to hear so many nice things  said about the  Fo rd Founda 
tion and Rockefeller Foundation. I did get to know Mr. Henry Ford, 
Sr., and  I  did have 13 automobile agencies and 13 service stations.

So we did contribute to the Ford  Foundation, Mr. Bell, and also to 
the Rockefeller Foundation.

I had the pleasure of receiving a dime way back in 1931 from Rocke
feller, Senior, I think a t Ormond Beach, Fla. That was the start  of the 
giveaway programs.

Mr. Gross. What is that dime worth now ?
Mr. W halley. I  think they are giving a ha lf dollar  now. Governor 

Rockefeller gave me the  ha lf a dollar and said it would have the same 
value.

I think a lot of good can come out of these hearings. I  know that we 
have to be very, very careful on how this money is spent, because even 
though we say we are the wealthiest na tion in the  world and the most 
powerful, there are l imits to what wre can do.

Thanks to you fellows, it has been a very in teresting hour and a ha lf 
for me.

Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Fraser?
Mr. F raser. Ambassador Olds, wha t will the U.S. position be on the 

recommendation of the Jackson repor t?
Ambassador Olds. Mr. Fraser, we have had a staff committee repre 

senting the various branches of government studying that and we 
have just developed a central position.

I think I can put it as briefly as possible, and perhaps adequately, 
to say first of  all, our position is tha t the findings of the Jackson 
study; tha t is, the limita tions of the present system which Air. Bell 
has spelled out, is essentially sound.

We called f or this study committee in 1966 and have been pressing, 
part ly in response to congressional concern about the management of 
our contribution fo r that .

We do not view i t as e ither a shock or alarm, but as the necessary 
consequence of a program tha t moved swiftly and without too much 
of experience and design in the internat ional arena.

Second, we believe, and I think  all of us have emphasized in our 
testimony, and the U.S. Government position. I  am sure, will be, to 
affirm the development cycle oriented principally  in terms of country 
planning, and that this  means a development of a timeframe more 
adequate than  a year-to-year basis, a stronger role for  the resident 
representative in coordinating all of the specialized agencies as they 
are at work in the given country settings.

Third, it  will emphasize a larger authority  and accountability of 
the administra tor.
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time in the review of project afte r project, and we believe tha t the 
governing council should spend more time on policy, and the ad
ministra tor should be given more autho rity and be held accountable 
in the full sense of the adminis tration of tha t policy wi th respect to 
the details of the projects.

Mr. Fraser. Are you talking about the Adminis trator  of the UNDP ?
Ambassador Olds. Yes.
Mr. F raser. One of the recommendations, as I understand it, and 

I don’t understand it very well, is to try  to bring  in the operations of all the specialized agencies, with structural  changes.
Ambassador Olds. That  is right. When I use the expression “make the administrator more responsible and accountable,” I meant that  

this would endow the admin istrator with a large r degree of  authority 
with respect to the participation  of the specialized agencies as executing agencies.

This would be, in effect, a means of integrating  and coordinating the system.
Mr. Fraser. Let me come at it a different way. Tn what respects do you expect the U.S. position to differ from the recommendation of Sir Robert Jackson ?
Ambassador Olds. There are certain elements in his recommendations that T think  our Government will not look on favorably.
One of them is the recommendation of the liquidation or abandon

ment of the. council made up of the specialized agencies, plus the adminis trator, in the delivery system.
We think to abandon that  at this stage would not be a good thing. 

We think it ought to be tightened up and coordinated, but it ought not to be abandoned. We don’t think it is a good thing to move the headquarters to Geneva.
T think we believe that the relationship of the development side of 

the United Nations should be closely linked with the headquarters and with the political will that is expressed there at headquarters , and that it ought not to be essentially diffused.
There are other elements of the report in its detail with which we would not agree.
But our s trategy , and T think that  is the best wav of describing my 

response—my hesitance turns  on the fact that our strategy is not to get ourselves into a position of discussing the detail at this stage, but, 
rather, to concentrate on the hard care of  the report in order to push for those elements.

If  we are distracted by debate, it  is like biblical controversy. You could just about find a verse fo r anybody’s preference if you look for 
it in that text. Tt is only 700 pages and if you get 120 countries scram
bling over that  text looking for reasons not to come to terms with change, we couldn’t live long enough to get it effective.

So our strategy  has been to fasten on those central features, the 
planning cycle, concentrat ing on country planning, strengthening the 
resident representative, reorganizing the administ rative structu re so that we have something on the order of a central planning and a 
technical component that feeds into the policvmaking along with the 
advisory council, and not to concentrate at this stage on the essential details.
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Mr. Fraser. Mr. Hami lton, how would your Council of Ministers 
differ from the DAC operat ion, except that it would be larger?

Mr. Hamilton. DAC, as you know, is made up entirely of repre
sentatives of developed countries. It also does not include as members 
any international organizations, though it is true tha t many are  often 
there as observers. For most of the year, DAC also consists of people 
at the level of Deputy Development Minister or below, though there 
are high-level meetings twice a year where the principals are b rought 
together. In general, I  would hope that  the participa tion of pr incipals 
would be more frequent in the structure I am talk ing about.

Mr. F raser. The part icipation in this case would be the foreign 
ministers?

Mr. H amilton. Not necessarily. It  would be up to each government 
to decide. I would hope they would be at the level of development 
administ rator  or minister or above.

I think the central point in distinguishing my proposal is tha t it 
would involve very strong  representatives of the developing world, 
the “Third World ,” and that  it would involve the international organi
zations at the most senior level.

I should hasten to say it would not imply that  DAC should be 
disestablished. The donors, I think,  need their  own organization. It  
may well be tha t recipients will also need more organization than  they 
now have. But the object of the council is to bring the two sides to
gether  in something in which they can deal in a manageable frame
work on equal terms.

Ambassador Olds. Mr. Frase r, could I  add two other footnotes on 
the elements of the Jackson report we reject?

The recommendation of merging UNICE F, for instance, we think 
the appeal it has, en listing voluntary  support, children and other gov
ernments, and so on, would be jeopardized if it were drawn in.

We also reject the notion of multip lying the capital development 
fund which we have been opposed to from its conception. We think  
this more proper ly belongs in the bank family and not in the new 
fund.

Mr. F raser. I  want to ask Mr. Bell what he thinks of Mr. Hamil
ton’s ideas.

Mr. Bell. I am very much impressed with it. I have not seen it 
spelled out. Perhaps it is in the Pearson report and I  hadn’t noticed 
it. I hadn’t seen this spelled out as thoroughly as he has done in his 
statement here today, which I have only heard as the committee has, 
for the first time this afternoon.

It  seems to me Ambassador Olds is entirely correct, that we are 
increasingly  involved, necessarily, in multilateral organizations be
cause tha t is the wav the world is.

Mr. Hamilton’s suggestion for an Interna tional Development Coun
cil strikes me as reflecting something like what the world is todav 
in the development field. I t has the international agencies about which 
we have been speaking, nations  as donor agencies, and nations  as 
recipients.

To have them all represented, so to speak, in an organization with a 
strong staff and with as clear  a concept of what they would l>e about 
as is suggested here, namely, tha t they would be concerned with the
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policy aspects of the rela tion ships among natio ns and internatio nal  
agencies  concerned with development—all this  strikes  me as a set of 
strong ideas.

I have  no idea what t he response m ight  be from the  developing coun
tries . I  th ink  tha t is where you might  face your most do ubtful react ion, 
because the devo lping  count ries, as this  committee knows very well, 
some years ago were inst rum ental in get ting estab lished the United  
Nat ions  Commission on T rad e and Development.

My own observation as a p rivate  citizen is t ha t U NCTAD has been not a st ron g starter.  I t  has no au thori ty.
I t  doesn’t real ly deal with a body of substance which yields  to 

intern ational communication in an effective way, whereas the Ha mil
ton proposal , it  seems to me, quite possibly does.

Mr. F raser. Isn’t the  Ham ilton proposal in a way wha t the Eco- *nomic and  Social Council of the Uni ted Nat ions  was supposed  to be, 
the bring ing  toge ther  of th at  element of inte res t of the nations in 
economic and social deve lopment  in the world ?

Mr. H amilton. I t  could be so argued, Mr. Fra ser . I  thin k, again, 
one is dea ling  with  a balance between the  ent irel y understandable  
desire of the  donor natio ns to have the mechanisms which convey 
money be subject  to contro l in some weigh ted way according to the 
con tributio ns and the  desire of the developing coun tries  to have it 
on a one-country-one-vote basis. I think  th at  in the  U.N. structure, 
in the shadow of the  General Assembly, we hav en’t yet achieved a 
workable combination of those two desires and as a resu lt we have been rela tive ly ineffective in pro vid ing  a forum  fo r the more serious 
policy coordina tion or n egotiation issues tha t accompany coopera tion.

So I th ink  it is perf ectly sensible to point out th at  this is one of 
the object ives of ECOS OC,  bu t I  would wonder  how well th is balance 
has been recognized in th at  pa rti cu lar  mechanism. I  would th ink  
perhap s th at  the reasons th at  there has been some fa llin g shor t o f the 
original objectives of the organiz ation in thi s area  may continue to 
be effective in keeping i t from  being what I am describing.

Mr. F raser. I  believe they  have larg ely divorced themselves from 
the questions which may have  been involved in the  operations of the 
specia lized agencies. I t  has not attempted to wrest le with these larger  
issues. Am I  wrong about th at ? »Mr. H amilton. I  think  that  is a lit tle  strong,  sir.

Ambassador Olds. Here I  speak with  some feeling, personally. I t 
was my assumption when I  took thi s assignment th at  the Economic 
and  Social Council was the  agency to do this, and  I  still  believe by •chart er it  is. Bu t I  th ink it has  abdicated its func tion . I  think  it 
has  rea lly not been perfo rming  in t his  respect.

My comment on this  m att er  would be tha t the exp lora tion  of what  
Mr. Ham ilton has proposed in rela tion  to the  chart er and machinery 
of the  U.N. it seems to me would be a very important exercise because 
cer tain ly the poli tical  cha rac ter  and the inte ntio n of  the U.N. is to 
prov ide th at  kind of an arena .

One of our problems now has  been, as Mr. Hami lton poin ts out 
in bis testim ony, the tenuous rela tions in some respects of these agen
cies th at  were developed at the  same time an d/or  subsequently. I 
would be hes itan t to  see yet ano the r agency, as it were generated out-
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side the  fram ewo rk withou t having inqu ired whether it could be e f
fectively  energized within it as some kind  of extension.

Mr. Bell Could I add jus t one comment? I have been impressed by 
the  stre ngths  but also the  disad vantages  of the U.N. bodies, that is, 
the  Economic and Social Council and the other bodies which are 
pol itically  repr esentative  of the members of the U.N.

I t  seems to me th at  one of the stre ngths  of Ed  Ha mi lton’s idea is 
th at  it would essen tially  reflect technica l questions, how does the de
velopment process work and how can we get on with  it.

I t would n ot pretend to be a political body. I t obviously would have 
no authority  over anybody. It  wouldn’t vote or pass resolutions  or 
anyth ing  like  th at.  Its  consti tutio n could not be of th at  nature.

So it would be qu ite diffe rent from  the Economic and Social Coun
cil in  tha t sense.

Mr. F raser. Prim ar ily  a clearinghouse?
Ambassad or Olds. Pr im ar ily  liaison,  a clearinghouse , an associa

tion , so to speak,  o f interested part ies, rat her t han a poli tica lly rep re
sented intern atio nal  body.

Mr. H amilton. One amendment to tha t. I  thi nk  th at  if one could 
find in the framework  of  development auth ori ties  in the world—which 
for most laymen  is now incoherent; the alphab et soup is jus t too 
thic k—a central place where there was an att em pt to bri ng  toge ther 
the  argumen ts with respect to wha t performance  has been, what re
quirement s are, what objectives are, and if  th at  were connected to a 
process by which aid is actu ally program ed, th en he  would have a very 
poten t new coun ter in the game. Th at  is t o say, he would have from  
a fai rly  centra l and auth ori tative source a pictu re of wha t the present 
objectives , accomplishments, and costs are which would tu rn  out to 
have  considerable poli tica l significance, not because the members of 
the  Council wyere vot ing on resolutions, but because th ey were in posi
tion  to bring  together the strengths of the  present  mu ltilate ral  and 
bilate ral  aid estab lishment, and bring them to a focus where it would 
be possible to p rese nt real choices to  political decisionmakers.

I think th at  is the  polit ical  strength. It  would have to be a very 
nonpoli tica l o rgan izat ion in the nar row  sense in ord er to  achieve tha t.

Mr. F raser. Th ank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Gross.
Air. Gross. Air. Olds, how long have you been with  the Uni ted 

Nations?
Ambassador Olds. Eleven months.
Mr. Gross. If  it doesn’t “orchest rate” be tte r in the next 25 years, to 

use y our  expression, t ha n it has in the past 25 years,  it won’t orches
trat e very well, will it?  Or will it be around  to orchestrate at  the  
end of ano ther  25 yea rs if it doesn’t do be tte r than it has in the first 
25 years?

Ambassador O lds. Y ou have  pu t ha rd questions, Air. Gross. F irs t, to 
your poin t o r assumption, I  think in these first  25 years, in spite of the  
fai lures par ticula rly  acute  and  visible on some of the security side, it 
has  done a remarkable job on the economic and  social fron t.

Let  me specify this in a handful  of respects. W ith  regard to the p rob 
lem of economic p lan nin g and the fac ilitatio n of economic assistance 
throug h a mul tila tera l agency, this  is real ly only 11 years  old.
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We were, ourselves, so seized with reconstruction of Europe and the 
Marshal l plan tha t i t was really only late in the 1950 s that the I nited 
Nations  began to direct its attention beyond technical assistance to this 
larger problem of health.

The preinvestment program of the United Nations, which Mr. Hod
man, in a sense, brought into its planning, was to point out the possi
bility  of private investment overseas and even bilateral loans and loans 
by the bank, required guarantees or the illustration that these risks 
were viable, that investments could be made without loss.

These preinvestment studies have helped to develop what I think 
they call in the language the infrastruc ture.

Mr. Gross. I have always been intrigued with that.  Go ahead and 
tell us about it.

Ambassador Olds. I am not very sophisticated in these matters, Mr. 
Gross. But it does mean tha t the  problems of education, transport, and 
the elements that really underpin economic development shall have 
been identified and, in pa rt, developed.

I tried to mention in my remarks briefly the doubling of the educa
tional programing, the acceleration of preinvestment. I think all of 
these in the arena of history have been really remarkable. We have 
taken 200 years to  develop our country. The Soviets have taken 50. 
The Uni ted Nations has had roughly 25.

In  the time frame with which thi s has been done, the need to accel
erate tha t, of course, is what is so visible. We recognize th at we solve 
some of these problems or there won’t be another 25 years.

Mr. Gross. To simplify this for the benefit of a country boy from 
Towa, are we going to go on financing and policing the world, bearing 
the b run t of it with a futile  organization such as the United Nations 
consuming a substantial amount of our substance, for another 25 years 
and accomplishing as little as we have accomplished through the 
United  Nations?

Ambassador Olds. No, sir.
Mr. Gross. What is the futu re of this organization based upon its 

utte r and unmitigated  failures of the past ?
Ambassador Onus. Well, I think i ts future, and I am not a prophet 

but as one farm boy to another—I think  that  the hard  fact is th at the 
sharing of that  responsibility has already begun to take place.

Other nations tha t we have helped to get on their feet—Japan is an illustra tion-----
Mr. Gross. You don’t take credit for tha t through the United Na

tions, do you? For  God’s sake, don’t you remember? We “loaned” the 
Japanese $1.8 billion and we washed tha t out for something like $400 
million. No nation was in a bette r position to pay than was Japan . 
But U.S. taxpayers  are paying r ight through the nose now.

Ambassador Olds. My point, Mr. Gross, was tha t Japan now is 
carrying a larger  load of support.

Mr. Gross. But the United Nations didn ’t do it, Mr. Olds. The 
United Nations didn’t put  J apan  back on its feet. It  was the United  
States, the taxpayers of this country,  that did this.

Ambassador Olds. I unde rstan d.'But I am say ing that the U nited 
Nations as a system has permit ted a political system within which 
Japa n’s own economic power now can help relieve us in part  in the
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Asian arena in helping  those countries that need help, and can do it 
better through the Asian Development Bank and the other instrumen
talities of the United Nations.

Mr. Gross. They are relieving us all right,  Mr. Olds. You better be
lieve they are. Every  day they are increasing their  imports into this 
country, putting more pressure on unemployment in this  country and 
on our economy.

As I understand it, the Japanese are supplying $100 million worth 
of pipe for  the Alaskan  pipeline. That is only one of many items. 
1 don't know how long the Japanese are going to be in our camp or we 
in thei r camp. I do know that we can't go on giving away the labor 
market in  this country  to the Japanese or any other country, for that  
matter.

» Ambassador Olds. My point, Mr. Gross, was only to say that,  as
I see it, in th is short time, the possibility within the United Nations of 
rela ting  all of these capabilites, of all of the countries to the wider 
needs of the world can be more adequately shared and multiplied in
tha t arena, and the price we are paying for it, sir, relatively-----

Mr. Gross. Do you want to pump the money out through the Uni ted 
Nations instead of through Mr. Bell's old organization, the giveaway 
outfit '!

Ambassador Olds. I would say there are some things that can be 
done much better, and the dollar can be multipl ied far more effectively 
in the United Nations than in the bilateral programs, but not all of 
them.

Mr. Gross. I would have to say th at it couldn't be much worse in 
many instances.

To change the subject for just a minute, you spoke of the seabeds. Do 
you gentlemen think tha t this ought to be tu rned over, the develop
ment of the seabeds, to the United Nations? How do you feel about 
this?

I would like to hear briefly from each one of you.
Mr. H amilton. My own view, Mr. Gross, is that at least the rights 

to the resources on the bottom of the sea have to be administered in
ternationally. The only thin g that is clear in international law is that 
these resources don’t belong to any single nation and that they cer- 

w tain ly don't belong to any nation simply because it happens to have
the technology to develop them. In short, i f there is going to be a work
able way in which these resources are allocated in the world, it is going 
to be international .

a  On the question of whether the revenues f rom this ought to go to
the United Nations, that is something which, it seems to me, needs a 
great  deal of study and is in fact get ting that  study through a number 
of priva te organizations that  are now looking at the question. I have 
no settled  view on that, but I do think it is futile to think in terms of 
national bilate ral development of the resources a t the bottom of the 
sea in the way that resources have trad itiona lly been developed in new 
found terr itory . Tha t will not happen.

Mr. Bell. I would concur with that.
Ambassador Olds. Yes, I think the cri tical question has to do with 

how much of the sea adjacent to land becomes the definition of the na 
tional sovereignty and the boundary.
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I think  there  is no ques tion th at  wherever  that  is draw n, wh at lies 
beyond it has  to be adm iniste red  in some kin d of in ter na tio na l or ga 
niza tion.

Mr. Gross. Y ou gent lemen wo uld n't  sug ges t t ha t we o ught to spend 
our  b illio ns of  substance  find ing  out wh at  is the re and  how to develop 
it and  so on and so forth , and ac tua lly  dev eloping it and  the n tu rn  it 
over to the  Un ite d Nat ions  or  some othe r in tern at iona l org aniza tio n ?

Mr. H amilton. I  don 't th ink an ythi ng  we said  precludes  the not ion  
that  it would be useful for th e U ni ted  S tat es  to play a ro le in the  in te r
nat ional proce ss by which th at  is d ete rmine d. But the  q ues tion s o f al 
location of the  frui ts  o r t he  a llocat ion  of the  costs, it seems to me, are  
still  open.

Mr. Gross. Mr.  Ha mi lto n, acc ordin g to thi s shee t you were the  
execut ive sec retary  of  the Pe ars on  Commission.

Mr. H amilton. Tha t is rig ht , sir.
Mr. Gross. A nd  you were emp loyed by the Bro oking s In st itu tio n,  

or ar e you st ill  ?
Mr. H amilton. I am now.
Mr. Gross. On loan to  the  Pears on  Commission ?
Mr. H amilton. No. I wen t to the  Pe ars on  Commission fro m the  

Nat ional Se curity Council staf f in the  W hit e Hou se where  I  had 
been for  the  pre vio us 3 years. I joined  Brook ings when the Pears on  
Commission exerc ise was over. The Pe ars on  Commission  was financed 
by the  World  Bank. Dur in g the pe riod I was executive  secre tar y of  
the Commission I  was p aid  by th e W or ld  Bank.

Mr. Gross. Thi s is the C anad ian  Pe ars on  ?
Mr. H amilton. Yes, sir.
Mr. Gross. D id he sugges t th at  the Un ite d State s in the m at te r of 

5 years ought to be pu tt in g up  $10 bill ion  a year fo r forei gn  aid  to 
be sp ent  t hrou gh  the  U ni ted  Na tions,  or some such rec ommenda tion ?

Mr. H amilton. I  th ink the  recommen dation you are  re fe rr in g to 
is th at  0.7 of  1 perce nt of  the gross na tio na l prod uc t of  the Un ite d 
Sta tes  be pro vid ed as official a id by 1975. I f  pro jec tions on wh at  the  
gross  na tional produc t will be in 1975 are  correct,  th at  wou ld be a 
num ber on the  orde r of $8 bil lion to  $9 bil lion, as com par ed to the 
presen t disbur sem ents of ab out  $3.3 billion.

Mr. Gross. D o you agree  with  th at  ?
Mr. H amilton. Yes, sir.
Mr. Bell. I t is im po rta nt  t o note , Mr.  Gross , th at  th at is the to ta l 

out lay.  Some fra cti on  of  th at , a qu ar ter, a th ird,  migh t go throug h 
mu ltil ate ral  channels. In  oth er words, th is  would be the to ta l bi la t
era l an d m ult ila ter al aid  transfer s.

Mr. H amilton. Inc luding  food a id,  inc identa lly .
Mr. Gross. I  have looked at  the  Pe arso n rep or t, ad mitt ed ly  very 

hu rri ed ly.  I  don’t k now wh eth er he suggested  th at  the Uni ted K in g
dom, inc lud ing  Canad a—I  don’t kno w wh at am ount he suggested  
th at  they p ut  up.

Mr. H amilton. He suggested th at  the y provide  p rec ise ly the sha re 
th at  the  U ni ted Sta tes  would in terms  of  p erc ent of  na tio na l income, 
0.7 of  1 per cen t.

Mr. Gross. Y ou mean gros s na tio na l produc t, whi ch is a fa r d if 
ferent  thin g.
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Mr.  H amilton. G ros s na tio na l incom e equ als  gross na tio na l pr od
uct . E ither is ac ceptable.

Mr. G ross. I am  ta lk in g ab out  net  na tio na l income.
Mr. H amilton. The  Commission di dn ’t make a reco mm end atio n in 

terms  of  net  nat ion al income.
Mr.  G ross. I  d on’t suppose you d id. Nob ody  else does. Th at  is a los t 

ar t. We are fed wi th th is  phony gross na tio na l pr od uc t as a measu re 
of  economic well being .

You were no t with  Brookin gs  Inst itut io n when you were  on the  Pear
son Comm ission ?

Mr.  H amilton. No, sir.
Mr . G ross. You were p aid  by t he  Pe ars on  Co mmissio n?
Mr H amilton. Pai d by the Pears on  Com mission  from the W or ld  

Bank. Th e W orld  Ba nk  financed the Com mission  and, therefore,  fi
nan ced  my sa lary.

Mr.  G ross. And th e W or ld  B ank cond ucts a ll kind s o f s tud ies  of  th is 
kin d and rec om menda tion s fo r which th e taxp ay er s of  th is  country  
cough up more a nd  more money.

Mr. H amilton. I th in k it  would be ha rd  to  find  in the hi sto ry  of 
the W or ld  Ba nk  an othe r en ter pri se  qu ite  like th e Pe arso n Com 
miss ion,  bu t it is true  th at  the W orld  Ba nk  conduct s studie s in  the  
field.

Mr.  Gross. T ha t is pa rt  of  the  In te rn at iona l Moneta ry Fu nd , isn ’t 
it?

Mr. H amilton  No, they  are separat e orga niz ati ons.
Mr. Gross. We ll, I wo n't  go into th e bu ild ing of  go lf courses  and 

Country clubs by these interna tio na l o rganiza tio ns  and u sin g ou r money 
to do  it. T here is not  time.

Tha nk  you, Mr. Ch air ma n.
Mr. G allagher. Mr. Freli nghuysen .
Mr. F relingh uysen. I should  like to j oin in welco ming th e w itnesses  

before  the com mit tee and apologize to them.  Th ere ha s been some 
com pet itio n fo r at tent io n today, and I  missed  a good part  of  the  
tes tim ony . Wha t I  ha ve  hea rd , I  enjoyed.

I sho uld  like to discuss wh at  Con gress m ight  do to  be use ful . P er
hap s Am bas sad or O lds is th e man to beg in w ith .

I  don’t, reca ll ju st  w ha t was requested by the ad min ist ra tio n fo r in 
ter na tio na l pro gra ms , bu t it  seems to me th at Congress  was  somewhat  
begru dging  in ac tua l ap prop ria tio ns  fo r mul til ater al  dev elopm ent  
and ai d prog ram s.

I  am  think ing p rim ar ily  o f th e U NDP.  C ould you refresh ou r recol
lect ion as to wh at was reques ted? W hy  was there a subs tan tia l in 
crease—subs tan tia l in perc ent, a t lea st, if  no t in do lla rs— an d what will 
be the efiect o f the reduce d am ount t hat Con gress is mak ing ava ilable ?

Am bassador Olds. The tot al amount,  Mr.  Co ngres sman,  whi ch 
include s 12 items, bu t the  la rges t is t he  U N DP, was  roug hly $122 m il
lion . The ap prop ria tio n w as $105 mil lion . B ut  since most of  tho se item s 
were fixed items , such as U N IC EF, th at  is, fixed and  not ab1n to be 
cu t, the Pres iden t ha d requ ested $100 mil lion  fo r the  U.N.  dev elop
me nt  pro gra m.  Roughly , th at  red uct ion  of $17 mil lion  had to be 
susta ine d by the  U.N . deve lopm ent prog ram . So its  to ta l wou ld be 
roucrh ly $83 mil lion , tho ug h I  th ink the  Agency  fo r In te rn at io na l 
Developm ent  is p ut ting  togeth er  a coup le of  $3 million.41-972— 70------ 11
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Mr. F relinghtjysen. H ow much had  been made avai lable pr e
vious ly for  the  U ND P?  In  o ther words , how much  o f a jum p was the 
request fo r the UNDP  ?

Ambassador Olds. $71 million was  the approp ria tio n the year before, 
and even this  reduced item  is stil l an increase. Bu t what had been 
requested was a reflec tion of the  desire  of the Pre sident to begin to 
move more strongly t o t he  support of the mu ltil ate ral  agencies, and it 
was the  conviction of  the Jackso n Cap acity Stu dy  and the Pea rson 
Repor ts which had  iden tified both weaknesses which  were to be rem 
edied and opportuniti es t hat were to be rea lized , and it  was in  th e l ight  
of both of those possibi litie s that  add itio nal  sums were requested .

I t  was also f elt , I  believe, th at  the na tur e of the  need and the  char
acter of the  request coming from  the  deve loping count ries, and  the 
character of con tinuing commitments were such th at  in ord er to get 
some fresh  leverage on some of these cri tical problem area s it was 
important to request  th is additio nal  increase of funds .

Mr. F relinghtjysen. Was  there a ny thi ng  specific in  mind? In  o the r 
words, a request fo r fun ds,  even by a Presi dent might be something 
th at  should  t)e resisted.

W ha t specifically was be ing p lann ed?  W ha t needs were to be met by 
the  increase? As a confe ree on the  Fo reign  Aid Autho rization bill  I 
recall  that  hundred s of millions were cut  out of bilate ral  assistance 
and  I  personal ly fe lt th at  we might have tak en a reasonab ly chari 
tab le look at mu ltil ate ral  aid.

Yet , th e r esu lt was a cutback of the  r ela tively  small  amou nt of  dol
lar s requested f or  multil ate ral  program s.

Ambassador Olds. There  were certa in cri tical areas th at  we were 
anxious to sub stantially  und erpi n. One was in the field o f p opu lat ion , 
fam ily pla nning  and control .

Second,  the  governing council had  app roved in June  a 3-percent 
item of the  g ross  budge t, th at  is all of the  donors, fo r resea rch in the 
conviction, as M r. Bell pointed out, th at  many of these pro gra ms  had 
been weak at  the p oin t o f pro vid ing  the infra str uc ture,  tne s uppor tive 
elements, to find o ut wh at is  wrong and to do something about it.

A stud y has  been made.  I t  wasn ’t sophist icat ed or scientific, bu t it 
had been a carefu l assessment on the  pa rt  of M r. Hoffman , with  respect 
to the criti cal need in the  field on a w ide varie ty of funds in rela tion  
to the  projects th at  were before  the council.

I t was fel t th at  the  percen tage of increase in the funds which  had  
been steady bu t not  sign ifica nt, did  not give the  U.N. development  
pro gra m the crit ical  leve rage on a wide va rie ty of fro nts  in terms o f the 
projects.

In  my briefcase I could go throu gh  some of those projec ts by way of 
illu stration. Let  me men tion  two or  three.

As Mr. Bell poin ted out , the F or d Foundati on  had jo ined the Rocke
fel ler  F oundation in the deve lopm ent of thes e new stra ins of gra ins,  
rice out of the Ph ilipp ine s and  whea t o ut of  Mexico. These have to do 
with the pro tein  content , pa rti cu larly  of the  need of child ren. I t  is 
estimated t ha t 300 million chi ldren will grow  up limi ted in their ca
pacities , both  phys ical and  menta l, because  of  a serious pro tein  de
ficiency in terms of the ir  diet. . .

The  advisory council on science and  technology for the U.N. just 
finished  the ir m ajo r study.  Mr. H offm an was ter rib ly  anx ious to  under -
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pin the  effect of those find ings so tha t in a much more  comprehensive 
fashio n t he  impac t of  th at  new knowledge abou t these new stra ins  and  
the possibili ty of g ett ing  them go ing, as i t were, in term s of all of the 
ap prop riate count ries o f th e world , was one of the m ajo r concerns th at  
lie ha d for  this  coming ye ar, and one of  the hopes  in te rms of the unde r
pinn ing of this.

The problem  o f wa ter  as a c riti cal  resource—I  am not now talkin g 
about the pol lutio n of the  waters—in the  southern pa rt  o f the hemi
sph ere  wh ere t he cri tica l pa rt  of the food product ion and  development 
is rel ate d to the water  resources—m any of these  p roje cts were rela ted  
to  the capaci ty to  find and release those kinds of water  resources.

Mr. F relinghuysen. W ith  th e reduced resources t ha t will be made 
availabl e will the re be less chance of  coping with some of the pro b
lems? Is  th at the  gist of it? Will it  be necessary to lower the sights in 
an are a where real pro gress could be made ?

Am bassador Olds. Yes. You understand t ha t Mr. Hoffman, being  an 
Am erican , h as been using the American percentage of cont ribution to 
the U.N . development program  as a leverage on other  countries.

We  have  developed a kin d of m atching basis  in ord er t ha t ou r con tri
bu tion would  be a leverage to th e others.

On the basis of the Pres ide nt’s advocacy of $100 mill ion, the other 
cou ntr ies  pledged $150 million.  I  have  no way of knowing whe ther they 
wil l reduce their  amount because we have not  in fac t matc hed it, bu t 
th is  will  be the  first time t ha t we have not, if  indeed, the y keep f ait hfu l 
to the ir  pledge.

Mr.  F relinghuysen. Mr. Bell, it is a pa rti cu lar pleasure  to wel
come you back to the  committee . I t reminds  me  o f the  old days when 
your  l ife  was p erhaps  m ore complicated, or perha ps it  was somewhat 
sim pler.

You are  now a repr esenta tive  of one of the  grea t privat e founda 
tions. How do you feel abou t the  critic isms th at  have  been expressed 
about mu ltil ate ral  aid agencies, both  by the Pea rson commission and 
the  Jackso n commission?

Yo ur  formal state ment, and I  have not real ly had  time to diges t it, 
ind ica tes  some misgivings .

Do you feel ther e real ly is substance to their  cautions, the ir 
reserv atio ns ?

Mr.  Bell. Yes, sir.
Mr . F relinghuysen. Do you feel th at  there should be mach inery  

set up  to  evaluate the present system a nd to improve it ? Wh at would 
yo ur  concrete suggest ions be fo r improving the mu ltilate ral ma
ch ine ry ?

I f  we a re suddenly to sta rt relyin g on in ternat ional machinery, and 
I  have my doubts whether  the  Un ited Sta tes  is going to be aggres
sive ly inte rested in this—if we are  going to rely on it, or if reliance 
should be placed on i t by n atio ns general ly, we should  surely do what 
we can  to  imp rove  the machinery.

W ha t are  your views ?
Mr. B ell. As I sa id ear lier , I  th ink before you jo ined -----
Mr.  F relinghuysen. I  don’t w ant  you to repea t yourself .
Mr.  Bell. I  was a member of  a panel of consultants  to t he Jackson 

repo rt,  and I  thi nk  it is a good, strong, clear report . I  agree  with it. 
I  th ink he has accurate ly focused on the  difficulties of the Uni ted



160

Nations  development system at the present time, and how to improve 
tha t system.

If  yon look beyond tha t to other  multilateral agencies, the World 
Bank as far as I have been able to see is, and I think I  said this earlier, 
the most efficient in ternation al organization there is now, but it, too, 
can stand a good deal of improvement.

I would say the prop er posture for the United States is to keep 
steady pressure on these organizations . We have both financial and 
management means for doing so. As they improve their  capacity, 
;heir ab ility, to use our funds wisely, it would seem to me very appro
pria te fo r us to provide increasing amounts of money.

I don’t think the proposition before the United States is that 
we should suddenly double or treble the amount of money we are 
put ting through mult ilate ral agencies. It  seems to me it is a matter 
of a steady rise over the time i f the agencies can demonstrate that they 
are able to use those funds effectively.

There  is no question about the size of the need. The committee 
has had ample demonstrat ion of that. But if Paul Hoffman has $200 
million at his disposal, roughly,  today, he could not handle $400 
million, next year.

If  the Jackson repo rt recommendations are put into effect, he could 
probably handle a growth rate of 10 or 15 percent per year, or some 
figure of tha t order.

If the Jackson repo rt recommendations are accepted, I  would say 
tha t it would be wise for the various donor agencies, including the 
United States, to plan on a steady rise in the funds made available 
to the U.N. development system for another 5 years or so and then 
have another Jackson evaluation and see how they are doing a t that  
time.

Mr. F relingiiuysen. The Pearson report , as I  recall, Mr. H ami l
ton, does recommend a very sharp increase over a relatively short time 
in contribut ions to the Inte rnat iona l Development Association, from 
a level of $400 million to $1.5 billion in 4 years.

Is this  a realistic figure? Is there a capacity in the IDA  to absorb 
tha t amount of money if it should be made available ?

Why are they singled out as an agency tha t can absorb much more 
substantial increases than Air. Bell suggests would be logical ?

I would think a bette r case could be made for  smaller amounts, 
because of the digestion problem.

Why is the IDA  singled out as an agency tha t can absorb such 
-considerable increases?

Air. H amilton. Primarily , sir, because of its record. I t has in fact 
grown very rapidly . The AVorld Bank group as a whole has grown 
rapidly. The Bank is now in the process of a very progressive cam
paign, tha t Air. McNamara has well underway, to double its level of 
ord ina ry lending in a period of about 5 years.

As you know, the Inte rnation al Development Association is the 
same administ rative organization  as the AVorld Bank, the same peo
ple merely wearing different hats. There is no separa te organization. 
I think tha t the ra te at which the Bank has expanded its capacity to 
lend without, as fa r as any objective person outside has been able to 
tell, reducing in any way the efficiency with which it lends, suggests
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that  its growth prospects are reasonably well proven, which has not 
been the case with all internationa l organizations. Tha t is why the 
Bank group is singled out. This  is not to say the others can't grow as 
fast, but it is that IDA has proven that  it can.

The other thing  1 would point out is that there are very great di f
ferences in what might be called institutional absorptive capacity if 
one is planning to do capi tal lending as distinguished from technical 
assistance and preinvestment. The first might  be called capital  in
tensive and the second labor intensive. You can lend greater amounts 

, of money sensibly with no corresponding increase in size of staff, and
the process by which you do so is much more sensitive to what is 
going on in the developing country than is the  process of trying to 
hire as many technical assistance people, as many preinvestment peo-

• pie as are necessary to run the kind of program the U NDP runs. Pu t 
briefly, it is easier to grow in the capital lending business. I t is easier 
to absorb large amounts of new money th at it is with UNDP.

So my own judgment, for whatever it is worth, is that IDA  could 
in fact grow at the rate  we suggest, tha t UNDP might grow at a 
somewhat lower rate, but  tha t both organiza tions are capable of a 
great  deal more than  they are now handling.

Mr. F relinghtjysen. How do you gentlemen feel about recruit
ment and staffing ?

Is tha t too broad a question? I would suppose this is an area tha t 
needs considerable atten tion if there is to be a greater dependence on 
international organizations generally. More specifically, is the United  
States doing enough to maintain its interests in prov iding key leader
ship in personnel ?

I get the impression tha t what may be attractive to non-Americans 
in this area may not be attractive to our people, and tha t we are not 
worrying much about the kind  of leadership being provided.

In  other  words, how many Paul Hoffmans are coming up within the 
ranks, and are there sufficient inducements? I know we have recog
nized th at there are pay differences. We tried  to develop some way of 
compensating for those pay differences in legislation enacted only 
recently.

Maybe Ambassador Olds would like to begin.
< Ambassador Olds. I will comment quickly. Two of the 10 points

tha t I  concluded my testimony on relate to th is item. I  th ink it is clear 
that the differential between the internationa l civil servant pay scale 
and the conventional American scale is so great that  the problem of

♦ recru iting top talent, unless they are financially independent, is very 
difficult indeed.

My tenure in this office will be sha rply  defined, I am sure, by the 
fact  th at I don’t have any other resource and this is a limiting factor.

In  the Jackson study, a good deal is made of the necessity for de
veloping a cadre of competent persons who are drawn from all of the 
nations, but particularly  from our management and technical reser
voir in the United States.

We have to do something on tha t score, and immediately. I sug
gested tha t the Interna tional Volunteer Serv ice Corps which the Presi
dent has endorsed and on which the  feasib ility study is underway, and 
the U.N. feasibility study, both relate to the question of the three full
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components of education, research, train ing  and service, and how these 
can become resources for the development of the competence that is 
essential.

My own final comment is tha t in terms of the importance of the 
United Nations or the internationa l community as a key ingredient 
in the conviction of countries, to that extent they will be more effective.

The Scandinavian countries and other countries, of  course, view the 
United Nations as the pinnacle of th eir professional competence.

With the exception, I suppose, of Mr. McNamara, one would say 
this has not been the case within the U.S. general position with respect 
to leadership. But we have a number of key positions—Ralph Bunche 
and Paul Hoffman, to name but two who are in the highest order.

Mr. F relinghuysen. They are in the elder statesman category now.
T am worrying about the future. Are we neglecting our responsi

bility for developing qualified personnel in key areas?
Ambassador Olds. The answer is yes.
Mr. F relinghuysen. This  seems to be something that  we need to 

worry about if we are to utilize these multilate ral agencies, especially 
to a greater  extent than we have in the past.

Mr. H amilton. There is ano ther aspect of this tha t is terribly im
porta nt, I think. As you know, there is one great difference in per
sonnel systems between the U.N. direct programs and the World 
Bank, for example. The U.N.’s h iring is conditioned by a country 
quota concept. The World Bank’s is not. The W orld Bank hires on the 
basis of merit while trying to get as much geographic distribution as 
it possibly can. T think every group who has tried to judge this in the 
last, 5 years has  said tha t the national  quota system on personnel selec
tion will not do if one is seriously interested in upgrad ing quality. My 
own view is if you want to talk  about personnel problems, that  is as 
critical as any other single one.

Mr. F relinghuysen. Mr. Bell, d id you want to comment ?
Mr. Bell. I would agree with what my colleagues have said. As a 

personal judgment, I  would like to add one point which my colleagues 
may not agree with. I was persuaded in the U.S. Government that 
there is a major deficiency in the U S. civil service system.

In  AID , so far as persons in ATT) who were hired as Foreign Service 
Reserve officers were concerned, we had the authority  of the Foreign 
Service Act for what is called selection out.

We were able, tha t is to say. to ident ify and terminate the emplov- 
ment. of the bottom percentage of quality of employees each year. Tt 
took a good deal of strength of charac ter to stand up against the claims 
tha t were made on behalf of many of those employees. Many of those 
claims came with great force from Members of Congress, of the Senate. 
There were often personal circumstances which were difficult.

But it seemed to me that this was an extra ordinari ly valuable au
thori ty if it was used carefully, and we t ried to use it with great care 
in the period in ATT) that T know about personally.

It  seamed to me it was not simply a m atter  th at we were thus able 
to move on from tha t agency employees who had not demonstrated 
good quality performance—they had  not committed any misfeasance, 
there were no charges, but  they simply were not well suited to tha t 
kind of work and, therefore, belonged somewhere else, and the law
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permit ted us to terminate the ir employment, give them severance pay 
and so on, which seemed a fai r system—but we were able to move on 
a small percentage, never more than  2 or 3 percent in any one 
year, and the tone tha t that gave to the entire  atmosphere in employ
ment in tha t agency seemed to me ex traord inarily valuable.

People knew tha t the ir jobs were not lifetime jobs. They could be 
terminated .

The Civil Service of the United S tates does not have any such sys
tem, nor does the Civil Service of the United Nations. I personally 
feel th at is a serious deficiency in both cases. I  don’t know quite how 
to overcome it. To change the law is obviously extremely difficult.

The Civil Service Committees of the Congress have considered this  
matter time and time again . I know Mr. Gross has looked at it often. 
They have come to different judgments than I have ju st expressed.

It  is their  power and privilege to reach those judgments. They con
trol the law ; I don’t. But  i t seems to me, from my personal point of 
view, this creates a significant problem fo r those who want  to manage 
governmental affairs or internationa l U.N. affairs with maximum 
efficiency.

Mr. Gross. Mr. Bell, it always intrigued me, the speed with which 
you could get rid of employees in  the State Department and in the 
AID  outfit who had turne d up some wrong-doing some place in the 
AID organization or in the Sta te Department .

There didn’t seem to be much difficulty in sending them into exile, 
some contrived Siberia, gett ing rid of them in one way or another.

I have always been intrigued by this, and I  believe you were heading 
the A ID agency at one time—perhaps i t was someone else—to seek the 
power to hire and fire.

Mr. Bell. Yes; we asked fo r that authority  fo r the civil service em
ployees of A ID as well as those hired under the Foreign Service Act.

Mr. Gross. This will always give me pause in the matter  of opening 
up the civil service regulations, laws and procedures with respect to 
the elimination of employees.

It  seemed th at you could move in—I  don’t mean you, but those in 
command—could move in on the man who turned up some wrong
doing. They could get him, but fast.

Mr. Bell. I quite agree, sir, tha t tha t is a serious and important 
problem, and it would have to be satisfactori ly met by anybody who 
advocated the kind of power I have just described.

I thought we had a system which met tha t, which did safeguard 
individuals through a double review process before any termination 
was permitted.

But  it would be a matter  of judgment as to whether those reviews 
would meet satisfac torily the point you are correctly describing. So 
fa r as the United Nations is concerned, the re is th is point,  or some
thin g like it, which takes on special significance, because there is so 
much international courtesy involved, and properly  so, in the United 
Nations  system.

You get a fellow on the payroll from Sweden or Bri tain , and an 
American is his superior, or vice versa, and any suggestion tha t the 
fellow is not doing his job very well and needs to be given some kind 
o f talk ing to or disciplined becomes even more difficult in the United
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Nations pattern than it is within  the regular civil service system of 
the U.S. Government.

That is why it seemed to me th is is a serious problem. I don' t know 
anything about the United Nations, I have never been in it, and I 
don’t know how they consider these questions. I don’t mean to sug
gest tha t these are the only things tha t are impor tant. I simply add 
this  as my own personal view.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. The seniority system is getting some scrutiny 
here on the Hill, and I would imagine there would be more complica
tions in interna tional  organizations than in the legislative branch, if 
adjustments  were attempted in the way things had been done for a 
length  of  time.

However, we do need to worry about the quality  o f personnel, and 
the role o f the  United States in producing the kinds of people tha t are 
needed for these jobs.

Ambassador Olds. It  is jus t a footnote, but the only time as a uni 
versity  pres ident I  w as ever hung in effigy was over thi s tenuous prob
lem of  tenure and I refused to give tenure to a basketball coach.

So it is with some feeling that I commiserate with Mr. Bell and 
Mr. Gross in the realization that there is, at the point of appra isal of 
the qualities  of a man, enormous pressures.

As has been said in the international arena, I  can imagine a circum
stance where a Soviet civil servant is being crowded by a very able, 
younger American in a par ticu lar post and having him moved out to 
be replaced, even i f the  best of objectivity  were to obtain, it ŵ ould be 
very difficult indeed. But I do feel tha t the U.N. it self has addressed 
itse lf to this  in the Jackson capacity  study. We shall be pressing in 
terms of the U.S. position to greatly strengthen and clar ify that.

I intimated in my testimony these tw’O points, ways in which I  think 
congressional help can lie very useful.

Mr. F relinghuysen. Have you any views about how the U.N. is 
reacting to the recommendations of the Jackson study? Is it falling 
on deaf ears, unreceptive ears, or is there likely to be anything result 
ing from these recommendations ?

Ambassador Olds. I thin k tha t both the Pearson repo rt and the 
Jackson report, and the Peterson report when i t comes out, will have 
a decisive effect, has had a decisive effect on the mood and outlook of 
the various countries.

The donor countries, and many of the lesser developed countries, 
have responded very positively, it seems to me, in recognizing and 
acknowledging the weaknesses of the system and the  desire to  wish for 
change.

The greatest resistance, I  t hink it can be said, comes from the per
sons entrenched in the operations of the U.N. here, to be sure, criticisms 
can be taken personally, and often can generate resistance.

But even there I think we are fortunate to have an American in 
Paul Hoffman, a tremendously resilient and responsive person a t the 
head of it. Though I th ink some of the critica l elements of the Jackson 
study he felt  very deeply and personally, nonetheless the governing 
council, I am convinced, is inten t on moving substan tially to 
strengthen, to correct the weaknesses, and great ly strengthen the 
system.
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I think tha t mood is characte ristic, essentially, of the governments 
tha t make up the U.N.

Mr. F relinghuysen. I am pleased to hear you say it. I would 
think tha t the sta tus quo, no matt er whose status quo, is always likely 
to resent or at least ignore major recommendations for change.

Mr. B ell. The governing council of the UNDP scheduled a special 
week-long meeting in March to consider this. There are plenty of 
people in the system who are reacting the way you suggest, who wish 
it would go away, who don’t agree with it at all, who are very happy 
with the way things are now, who are tryi ng to find ways to argue 
tha t the Jackson report should not be accepted.

But the governments, who make up the governing council, I  think, 
by and large, have a more receptive view’ than the different organiza
tions that  actually constitute the U.N. Development System.

Mr. Gross. Do you suppose i t would ever be possible to get some 
“financial angel,” perhaps the Ford Foundation or some other founda
tion, or the World Bank, to finance a study of the United Nations, of 
the whole foreign aid, foreign handout, foreign giveaway d eal ; a com
mission tha t was looking for the flaws and shortcomings, without in 
the same volume apologizing for what is happen ing, and without 
saying at the same time, “You have to kick in with $10 billion in the 
not too distant future” ?

Do you suppose you could ever get that  kind of commission to op
erate and to tell the people of the world that  instead of being stingy 
the people of the United States have really reached down and dug up 
out of their  substance an awful lot of money to finance these 
programs ?

I wonder if  we could have a commission that would make tha t kind 
of a study in the hands of an American and not an Austral ian or Ca
nadian. I have nothing against the Canadians or A ustra lians; but an 
American commission to do this, chaired by an American. Wouldn’t 
that  be a good enterprise fo r the Fo rd Foundation ?

Mr. Bell. I  suppose the committee President Nixon appointed, 
headed by the Chairman of the  Bank of America, which is now in ses
sion, and which will report in a month or so, I  suppose that  is a com
mission that  is doing more or less what you are asking for.

Mr. Gross. I think tha t report, would be a bestseller all over this 
country. You wouldn’t have to give it away; you could sell it.

Mr. Bell. I do commend to your attent ion the Jackson report as a 
refreshing example of an extremely frank and open criticism—w’hat 
he found Io be wrong as well as very hard-hittin g and clear-cut rec
ommendations as to what he though t ought to be changed and how to 
meet the difficulties.

It  is an example of nonbureaucratic prose, which is very refreshing.
Mr. Gross. The more we pour out, the more trouble  we seem to get 

in around the world. We are in deep trouble in the Philippines now, 
and the Lord knows, we have pumped a lot of money into the Phil ip
pines. T think  you will agree th at in one way or another since the end 
of Wor ld War II , we have really pumped the money into the 
Philipp ines.

Mr. B ell. Since 1906. The Ph ilipp ine Government and educational 
system and so on, are very heavily American products; that  is righ t.
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I would say, Mr. Gross , it  is no t jus t we who are in trouble, mean ing 
the  position of the  Un ited  Sta tes  in t he Phi lipp ines , but the  F ilip inos 
are in tro uble . They are  try in g to  respond  to ra pid  populatio n growth, 
rap id social change, ra pid ind ust rial iza tion , the new si tua tion in Asia.

The y are expressin g some of those difficulties, th e young  people p ar 
ticu lar ly, in the  Phi lippines,  saying, “Yankee, go home” ; but  t ha t is 
a habit  pa tte rn of youn gster s all  over the world.

W ha t they are  re ally  wre stling with  is how they can do something 
about the ir own country  a nd the ir own futu re. They are very  difficult 
problems.

Mr. Gross. I  have cer tain ly been h igh ly crit ical  of the  U nited Na 
tions, bu t hoping at  the  same time th at  was wrong, th at  it  could do 
something.

Mr. B ell. I  think  it is doing quite a lot , sir.
Mr. G ross. You would have to prove it  to me, Mr. Bell.
Mr. Gallagher. Gentlemen, tna nk  you very much. We apprecia te 

you r tak ing tim e out to  give us the benefit of your views.
The committee will be in recess un til  2 o’clock tom orrow  afternoon.
(Whereupon, at  4:50 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 

at  2 p.m., Thu rsd ay, Feb rua ry 26,1970.)



25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

The Social Dimension

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1970

H ou se  of  R ep re se nta ti ves ,
C om m it tee  on  F or eign  A ff air s,

S ubco m m it te e on  I nte rn ati onal
O rg an iz at io ns  and M ov em en ts ,

Washing ton, D.C.
The  subcommittee met, pursu ant to recess, at 2:15 p.m., in room 

2200, Ray burn House Office Bui lding, Hon. Cornelius E. Gal lagh er 
(chairm an o f the subcommittee) pres iding.

Mr. G al la gh er . The subcommittee will come to order.
We have now reached the  second pa rt  o f our  scheduled hear ings  on 

the United  Nations. Ha vin g reviewed the  United  Nations activ ities 
rel ati ng  to  inte rna tional  peace and security,  and to economic develop
ment, we are  now ready to apprais e the  United  Nations posture in 
the  field of social programs and of hum an righ ts.

Our witnesses tod ay are : Mrs. Shi rley  Temple Black, who served 
as U.S. delegate to the  24th General Assembly of the Uni ted  Nations 
and  who worked the re on social, educational and cul tura l activ ities 
and  problems; and Mr. Ar thur  Sti llman,  adviser  on economic and 
social affairs at  the  U.S . mission to the  United Nations.

Mrs. Black,  we welcome you here today . I have long been a fan  of 
yours, and have been an even gre ate r fan  of the  work th at  you are 
doing now on beh alf of the United Nat ions  and  in the  causes of 
hum anity. I  might say, too, th at  af te r a long  procession of male 
witnesses who have testified before  us in the  l ast  2 weeks, it  is indeed 
a pleasure to welcome you here. I have  f our at  home, so I  am more at 
home li sten ing to women.

I t  is indeed a pleasure  to welcome you here  today.
We have you r statement before  us, and  we would like you to 

proceed.
And , Mr. Stil lma n, at the  complet ion of Mrs. Black’s sta tement,  or  

at  any point th at  you wish to interje ct, please feel free to do so.
Mrs. Black?
(T he  biograp hic al sketches  re ferre d to fol low: )

Shi rley Temple Black served as  United Sta tes  Delegate to the  24th General 
Assembly of the United Nations.

Mrs. Black was born in Santa  Monica, Cal ifor nia,  and began her  career  in 
motion  pic ture s at  the  age of three. She played leading roles in many films.

Mrs. Black is a member of the  Nat ional Mult iple Sclerosis Society and of the 
Exe cut ive Commit tee of the  In ter na tio na l Federatio n of Multiple Sclerosis 
Societies. She is known int ernat ion ally for  he r work with  those societies and 
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has  set up branch orga niza tions for  them in Europe. She is also a member of 
the Board of Tru stee s of the  Cal ifornia  Advisory Hospital Council and of the 
Health  Facil itie s Plan ning Associa tion of the  San Francisco Bay Area. She has 
been a can did ate  for the Republican nomination as United Sta tes  Congresswoman 
from Cal iforn ia.

Ar thur  M. Sti llman,  Adviser on Economic and Social Affai rs to the  U.S. 
Mission to the  United Nations, is a nat ive  of Illinois and holds  degrees from 
Brown Univers ity and  H arv ard  University.

Mr. Stillman  began his governmen t caree r as a legal analy st with  the  Library  
of Congress. He joined the Foreign Service  in 1954. As a foreign service officer, 
he has  serve d as economic officer a t the U.S. Embassies in New Delhi, Belgrade 
and Addis Ababa.

STATEMENT OF HON. SHIR LEY TEMPLE BLACK, A U.S. REPRE
SENTATIVE TO THE 24TH GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED
NATIONS

Mrs. Black. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, and committee members, I  am honored to have this 

oppor tunity .
I offer my remarks with a humility which befits one who has served 

as a U.S. Representative to the U.N. only one session, yet with a 
conviction which has deepened dur ing these months of full-time and 
intensive work.

In deference to your busy schedules I  shall be as succinct as possible, 
and leave as much time as app ropr iate  for your questions.

At the outset let me note three general observations which underscore 
all to follow:

Fi rs t: It  is c lear that the world is locked in an awesome equation 
of time, power, and passion. The arms race, population explosions, 
environmental degradation  are not less ominous threats to mankind 
than  the more obvious witches broth of anger and cold steel. Taken 
together, these complex dilemmas of man can find solution only in 
the framework o f rational and peaceful international cooperation. In  
this quest the  world  has at its disposal very few instruments, and chief 
among these is the United Nations.

I understand many of its shortcomings and inadequacies have been 
suggested in the hearings earlier. However, whatever its weaknesses 
or inefficiencieSj it still remains the ra llying point for  all mankind who 
seek peace, justice, and national development.

1 strongly believe, reinforced by my first-hand experience, t ha t we 
must recognize the intrinsic values of the U.N., not only from the 
broad humanita rian perspective, but from the purely patr iotic  view.

We must not stand limply aside, wringing our hands  at its short
comings. We must recognize the potential,  and roll up our sleeves 
and make th e United Nations what we and our cofounders intended it 
to be.

The U.N. faults we perceive lie squarely at our door. If  we are will
ing to take a st rong  initiat ive, I  am confident we shall obtain first-rate 
results.

My second observation: I t seems to me there  is a profound and far- 
reaching misunderstanding concerning the nature of U.N. activities. 
We cannot overstress the fact that 80 percent of the manpower and 
budgets are devoted to social and hum anitarian work, and has nothing 
to do w ith the emotional debates at moments of international crises, 
for example.
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Th is massive  e ffor t does no t connote  a redi str ibut ion of weal th. Its  
objective is the  cre ation  of  economic cap aci ty in dev elopin g nat ions, 
which in  tu rn  means pr of ou nd  socia l, cu ltu ra l, an d env ironmental 
changes.

These, of  course, are th e are as  which  consumed  my pr incipa l at ten
tio n an d energies dur in g th e 24t li Gener al Assembly, and to which I 
shal l a dd res s my r em ark s.

Thi rd ly , may I  sta te m y re spec t for  the  manner in which Amb ass ador 
Charles Yost an d hi s professio na l colleagues at  the  U.S. miss ion to 
the Uni ted Na tions are di sc ha rg ing th ei r responsibil itie s. In  many 
obvious respec ts the Uni ted N at ions  is  a d em andin g envi ronment. Lik e 
the wo rld , it  has  gro wn , an d no t alw ays in a coheren t and  effective 
form . In  consequence, wo rk ing in  its  chambers,  filled with 126 inde. ' 
pendent nations,  req uir es bo th tec hn ica l ski ll an d ha rd  work, but  also 
ag ili ty  an d patience.

Sp eakin g of  grow th of  th e U.N. , Mr.  Ch air man , I  wish to give 
str ong su pp or t to the pro posal  fo r the  expansion  of  U.N. fac ilit ies  
whi ch was  appro ved by res olu tion of  the 24tl i General  Assembly. I 
was imp ressed  wi th the broad ran ge  of U.N . ac tiv ities  and  the  func
tions  which  th at  org aniza tio n is pe rfo rm ing.  I t  is cle ar to me th at  
fac ili tie s whi ch were  ade qua te to  serve the needs of 59 member stat es 
in  1952 are no  lon ger  ad equ ate  for  an  o rgan izati on  which  has grown to 
126 members.

Th e Se cretar ia t cu rre nt ly  works  un de r a gr ea t dis advanta ge  of 
space lim ita tio n and s eve ral  key fun ctions o f t he  U .N., such as U NDP 
and U N IC E F are  pre sentl y located outside  of  the  present Secre
ta ri a t bu ild ing . I t  seems rea son able to me th at  the se opera tion s be 
ke pt  as close tog eth er as possible and th at  ad min ist ra tiv e costs be 
rat ion ali zed. I also feel  str on gly th at we should avo id disp ers ion  of 
the  U.N . since  th is wou ld ha mpe r the  efficient opera tions  of  the  
Se cret ar ia t and could well lead to  red uction in su pp or t by the  U.S . 
public fo r the  U.N . I  feel th at  the  inve stm ent  we are  a sked  t o make is 
a smal l pri ce  in terms  of th e benef its w hich w ill accrue  to th e U .N.

In  all  these quali ties the U.S . mission , w ith  its  s olid bac k-up in the  
Dep ar tm en t of  State her e in W ashing ton, has pe rfo rm ed  in superla 
tiv e fash ion .

I was in sp ire d by the  energ y an d ab ili ty of my colleagues, and cow 
me nd the m to your  most favo rable  att en tio n, pa rt icul ar ly  you, Con
gre ssm an F ascell,  and  Congres sman W hal ley .

Th e overa ll effectiveness of  th e Delegatio n to th e Un ite d Nation s 
General  Assembly can be furt her  enh anced, in m y v iew, by tw o changes  
in  the cu rre nt  pract ice  of  ap po in tm en t and serv ice  by the  so-called 
publi c members,  of  whi ch I am  one, among oth ers . I believe the  
appo int me nts should be made sufficiently in adv anc e of the  General  
Assemb ly con vocation to  pe rm it a per iod  of  intensiv e briefings and  
stu dy  on the pro posed  Uni ted Nations agenda, an d so forth . Con
versely , the  responsible  officials will  have ade quate  op po rtu ni ty to 
assess th e del ega tes’ abili tie s, an d to use them effectively from  the  
out set .

Sec ond ly, an d in ligh t of  t he  s ign ific ant  i nvest me nt the  U.S . public  
mak es in each  delega te serving du rin g the Gen era l Assembly, and 
rec ogniz ing  the  increased  effec tiveness wh ich occurs d ur ing the  session, 
it  makes  li ttl e sense to  me th at the Gover nment  loses the  services  of 
such  delega tes  a t t he  e nd  of  each  session. To  capit ali ze  on the  invest-



ment, and to retain the capabilities and personal re lationships developed with  all thei r practical potential , I suggest tha t it is both reasonable and easy to make the terms of service 2 to 3 years, on an overlapping basis, and to select for these positions only those candidates who are willing to make the extended commitment.
Let me leave these introductory comments, and turn directly and briefly to the subjects of concern today, education, youth, refugees, and the human environment.
Rather  than  review a series of United Nations resolutions, all of which are available and self-evident, I have chosen to quickly review the United States positions on these subjects, hoping thereby to suggest the nature  of the debate, and the  character of the obstacles which presented  themselves.
The International Educat ion Year will be a continuing occasion for reflection and action by governments for the improvement and expansion of the ir educational systems as suggested by Resolution 1436 of the 47th session of the Economic and Social Council, which my delegation wholeheartedly endorsed, but which need not he recited here.The urgency of this task is dramatized in two relentless tides of human development.
Fir st, the steep upward trend  in world popula tion; and, second, the tendency to orient educational systems more towards  nationa l requirements than  international understanding.
Already 50 percent of the population in the developing world is under 21 years old. Th is year 50 percent of the entire world will be under 25. Legions of young people clamber at the gates of education.Second, in the trend to emphasize nationalism in educational systems, we fashion a problem with our own hand. The U.S. Agency for Internatio nal  Development is spending $205 million in technical assistance projects to develop national educational systems in 40 nations. Education is a steppingstone to national progress, and we are not surprised at pressures to  orient such activity to stric tly national objectives.
I have been prompt to support the principles of nationalism. I also have been prompt to sound an alarm when the cause o f world understand ing becomes shaded by any of our  126 flags.
Is it not feasible to turn  this floodtide of nationalism towards a better world unders tanding? Can we afford to be deflected by parochiali sm?
In  its very essence is not education international ? Is science pa rochial ? Is ar t provincial ?
I  am sure we all think not. And I spoke very strongly on this point during the debates.
As you may suspect, the subject of student protests received considerable attention.
Two years ago in Prag ue students carry ing lighted candles streamed through the streets  in a symbolic procession chanting, “Let there be light .'' It was a gesture in the long tradition of protest against injustice, oppression, and hypocrisy.
In Par is, in Califo rnia, in New York, the laundry-list of student complaints embraces j ust  about everyth ing tha t appears hypocritical or unjust,  in almost every facet of public, private,  or national  life.The university , they say, is run  in  an  autocratic and inflexible har-
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ness. It  is unresponsive to the times. It s ears are plugged to legitimate 
student requests for a more audible voice in univers ity affairs.

I do not deny the  confusion caused by some s tudent militants.
These are the negative ones. They worship disruptio n and regard all 

authority as sinful. They would disassemble society, but are inart icu
late about what happens then.

Their philosophy is defined not by the values to which they sub
scribe, but by those they repudiate. Thei rs is a philosophy of self- 
destruction.

All young people are not noble, any more than all adults. Power, 
young or old, always thinks i t has a grea t soul.

But I stressed tha t in our country or elsewhere we must be very 
careful to distinguish between the main sweep of the  youthful cu rrent, 
and these eddies of evil which spin at its margins.

Let’s keep our eye on the trees, and not the brambles on the forest 
floor. Most young people have their heads screwed on tight. T heir  argu 
ments may be questionable. T heir experience may be short. But  they 
have high ideals and noble purposes. They have courage, de termina
tion, and vigor.

Their concern is with the  power and digni ty of the individual. They 
properly challenge many hallowed and worm-eaten concepts. Their  
interest lies in the quali ty of human life, not its materia l abundance.

I do not regard youth here, or in other nations, as a drop-out gener
ation of gadflies. They do not dodge l ife’s responsibilities; they put  
the ir hand to the hard task. I see it here ; I saw i t in Czechoslovakia on 
August  21, 1968.

To me the  critical issue is not the fact of student revolt, but our 
response to it.

Instead of rejecting our young, we should be listening more. Instead 
of suppressing them, we should be nourishing them.

Tha t is why I proposed at the 24th U.N. General Assembly, tha t 
young people serve as regu lar members of each delegation, and why 
I  have long urged tha t the legal age of majority be lowered from its 
fictitious current level of 21 years.

I expressed my conviction that our task is to endow them with edu
cational resources to s tudy and to learn and to accumulate wisdom of 
relevance to their  own lives.

For  example, I  indicated that we in the United States  are applying 
pressure on the university educational system so th at both faculty and 
courses relate more to the real and critica l issues of our times, both 
national and internat ional.

Throughout the world, young people are asking for a voice in deter
mining the type of education they receive. They realize  the importance 
of formal education in shaping the values and attitudes of society. 
That these values should include a “respect for human dignity and 
equal rights  of man without discrimination as to race, color, language, 
sex or faith ” has been fully  recognized by the General Assembly in 
last year's session.

As stated in Resolution 20 of  the Human  Righ ts Commission at its 
25th session, “Youth is pa rticu larly  sensitive to any infringement of 
human rights” and has a “legitimate desire to be useful to society and 
to have its ful l share in the  accomplishment of the major  humani tarian  
demands of our century.” We have supported the organization by th«
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Secretary-General of human rights seminars on the education of  youth  
in human rights.

Over one-third of the members of the United Nations have some 
type  of national youth service corps. The Secretary-General’s Pr e
liminary Report on Long-Term Policies and Programs for Youth  
in National Development points out that these groups represent the 
only effective method harnessing the often frus trate d and undirec ted 
energies of young people.

We urged tha t the U.N. specialized agencies continue the work 
begun in Denmark at the Interregiona l Seminar  on National Youth 
Programs  in developing information and advisory activities for youth 
service corps.

Their  involvement in rura l development, thei r partic ipation in 
self-help housing projects and thei r contributions to literacy cam
paigns  are only a few ways in which youth corps can serve.

Of special interest is the work which the Internationa l Labor Orga
nization has been doing with technical training and education. Too 
many countries in this world have suffered the burden of having  edu
cational systems which were designed for completely different societies 
at other stages of development.

We support the effort of ILO to aid in both in-school and out-of
school t rain ing programs relevant to national development needs. The 
very real and serious unemployment problems in the large urban 
areas of the world which are in fact largely youth unemployment 
problems, can only be met with large-scale training geared to the 
employment needs of their  own locale.

The efforts of the World Health Organization to organize health 
education programs, with emphasis on nutri tion, family p lanning and 
the problems of drug dependence, were encouraged.

FA O’s widely successful Young World Food and Development Con
ference has set the  basis for its continued work in  involving youth in 
rur al development. We urged that youth be given a major  role in  its 
proposed 1970 World Food Congress.

I think the interdependency of many of  the U nited  Nations activi 
ties dealing with youth requires a much greater degree of coordination 
among the deliberations o f the General Assembly, the Economic and 
Social Council, the  Social Development and Human Righ ts Commis
sions, and the Prep aratory Committee for the Second Development 
Decade and the 25th Anniversary. All of these bodies in the last  ha lf 
year have had major  discussions on youth items.

The response to our proposals is embodied in three actions of the 
General Assembly, one calling for a Youth Assembly a t United Na
tions headquarters in New York this coming July;  another calling for 
“grea ter involvement of youth in activities rela ting  to the commem
oration of the  25th anniversary of the U.N. in 1970” ; another cal ling 
for  a volunteer service, one of the programs suggested by President 
Nixon in his speech before the General Assembly las t September; 
others related to young staff members of the United Nations; the 1971 
Conference on Youth and the Second Development Decade; and a 
U.N. Inform ation  Center on Youth programs.

In  the  matter of refugees, the picture is grim,  just as the efforts of 
the United Nations High Commissioner of Refugees deserves our 
special respect.
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In the last 5 years the to tal number of persons classified as refugees 
has more than doubled.

In the Western Hemisphere and Asia they are up 10 to 20 percent; 
in the Middle East they have increased 50 percent.

In Western Europe they are up eightfold, and in Africa a whopping 
tenfold increase.

All this despite a truly imagina tive and Herculean combined effort 
of governmental, nongovernmental, and U.N. agencies.

Against this numerical avalanche, a bare 200,000 refugees were re
moved from the classification last year. Viewing this cold arithmetic, 
our total world effort to make refugees into something else is produc
ing at a rate slightly  better than 1 percent.

The basic problem largely arises, as we all well know, in fighting, 
politics, and religion. As such, it is solidly rooted in spiritual and 
intellectual weaknesses of mankind.

Time, and trends seem against us.
Fi rst  is the worldwide tren d towards collection of population in 

urban environments. This is noted correctly in the High  Commis
sioner’s 1969 Report  as a trend of major  concern.

In  the United  States, for example, it is predicted that  within 30 
years three-quarters of our people will be compressed in about one- 
tenth of our land. This is almost an exact reverse of population dis
tribution 100 years ago. Versions of this urban problem are finding 
the ir way into the lap of the High  Commissioner, and we must be 
prepared to support his new initiatives to meet this  new challenge.

Secondly, our available total resources are fail ing to keep pace with 
our tota l refugee problem. Obviously our recourse lies in better  utiliza 
tion of our exis ting resources. In the  High Commissioner's Report one 
finds reassur ing recognition of  this  fact of life.

The key phrases for this next year will be combination, and co
ordination. Not only within the programs o f UNHCR, but in subcon
tract ing, and the activities of several hundred cooperating 
organizations. Duplication and overlap of effort must be identified, 
and corrected. We can no longer afford the luxury of inefficiency.

In  this area, as many others, we run in the shadow of our own fate.
One figure looms ominously over all others. Some estimates show 

that 18 million people are classified as refugees, a dri ft in the sea of 
nations. To be sure, less than hal f are included in the technical man
date  of the Uni ted Nations High Commissioner fo r Refugees, bu t the  
remaining 10 million are no less real. They are no less an abuse to our 
sense of  humanity. They are no less a thr eat  to the social stabil ity of 
the world. They are  indeed one cri tical element in the  fabr ic of world 
peace.

And finally, but hard ly least, the  question of the degradation of the 
human environment, from an inte rnational perspective.

The United Nations has set a tone of urgency to which the world 
can respond, and has scheduled a U.N. Conference on the Human 
Environment in Stockholm in 1972, prepara tion for which is al ready 
well underway.

The jetstream of winds blow from New York toward Europe. How 
long before our smog adds to Europe ’s problem ?

Russia's Lake Baikal, one of the finest bodies of water anywhere, 
is threatened by industry.

41-9 72—70 ------ 12
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Th e middle of the A tlan tic was visib ly pollu ted  last  summ er, says the ex plor er  T ho r Hey erda hl .
Th e Volga , once a 2,300-mile  sple ndid river,  is now menaced by di scharge s fro m chem ical , oi l, a nd  in du str ia l p lan ts. So is Lake Erie .
Th e Sea  of Ja pan  show s unmista kable  signs of pollu tion. How  lo ng befor e Jap an ’s problem  becomes  somebody else’s prob lem , too?
In  o ur own co un try  we es tim ate  tha t each yea r, each  person throw s aw ay  1 to n o f sol id waste —p ap er , pla stic, and m etal .
In  essence, whenever  man abuses na tur e, some da y in some way he wil l p ay  a pr ice.
Th e pro blems  o f th e hu man  e nvironm ent  touch  us all. I t is n ot jus t a m at te r of  symp ath y fo r the Potomac Riv er,  or  fo r the  sky over  i ndu st rial ized  are as seldom blue. O ur  prob lems are global.
We  have  three  clea r ch oic es :
F ir st , we can  do as we have done. Tomo rrow awa its  us, brooding,  and we can ju st  slam th e do or  on his  gloomy face.
Second , we can prop ose  imposs ible  remedies . Very  neat and easy. A ir  po llu tio n comes fro m th e exhaust s of  autos, an d th e belching smokestacks of  indu str y.  So do we enc ourage  develop ing  nations  to stay pa sto ra l, avo id exhaust s and smo kes tack s ? Com plex  p roblem s hav e no sim ple  solut ions.
A th ir d  al ternat ive is ab ly pro posed  by ou r Uni ted Nation s colleag ues  fro m Sweden.  We  m ust recognize t he  s had ow t hat  looms over us is g lob al,  and  our  response w ill be diss ipa ted  un less we confront th e th re at  c areful ly , a nd  togethe r.
Th e pro blems  o f the human  env ironm ent , to some of us, are  an old sto ry.  W e a re l et tin g “ prog res s” ki ll the  th ings  we value . J ust  as science and technolo gy hav e been a boon  to ma nkind , so th is  side effect has  don e g re at  damage. Obviously, we ca nnot tu rn  off th e fau cet of  human pro gre ss.  Our  common challeng e is to  improve th e m ana gem ent  of our  huma n e nvironm ent . The  pr op er  use o f science  is no t to  conqu er na tur e, bu t to li ve w ith  it.
Th e solutions may hu rt.  T hey should  no t be ant ici pa ted  li gh tly . The propose d IT.N. C onference  on Pro ble ms  of  the  H um an  En vironm en t is an  absolute ly vit al step . Our  Gover nm ent  has com plim ented Swed en fo r ha vi ng  exercised th is  in iti at ive,  and en thu sia stica lly  s up po rts  the  Con ference .
As sta ted at  th e ou tse t o f m y comm ents,  t he  int erna tio na l dilemmas 

of  the  w orld are  of  awesome prop or tio ns , a nd  the  U ni ted Nation s, fo r all its  co rporate  grow ing pains , is the  most visible  tok en of in tern atio na l cooperatio n and p rog ress.
An  exam ina tion of the ch ar te r is in pro gre ss,  and I sense a subtle bu t widesprea d fee ling am ong delega tes  fro m othe r na tions  t hat  now indeed  is a tim e for  stoc kta kin g.
Clearly , we must ask  ourselves a basic qu es tio n: W ha t can  be done to grea ten  i ts  effectiveness ?
In st an tly  one basic  step com mends its elf.
As one of  the ea rth’s larg es t and most enlighte ned and  powe rfu l Na tions,  th e Un ite d State s sho uld  mak e be tte r use of  the Un ite d Na tio ns  in its  m yri ad  act ivi ties . Pe rh ap s we can  c all upon its  spec ial ized agen cies  more f requ en tly , p erha ps  take a bo lde r po stu re  of l ea de rsh ip in its  affa irs, and pe rhap s de fer to its  counsel more often.
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Ways must be found to bring this v ital world body back into a f ront- 
line position in the solution of earth’s sorest problems, and most ob
vious challenges.

This was the original  intention of its founders and we, as a nation, 
must take a renewed position of leadership to impel the United Nations 
to grea ter activi ty and effectiveness.

Let it not be said of this Congress, or this Nation that we planned 
for our hopes, but performed according to our fears.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Thank you, Mrs. Black, for an extremely well 

thought-out presentation.
We have in the past talked about the political problems of the 

United  Nations. I th ink you have contributed a very meaningful serv
ice in touching on the social, economic, and cultu ral activities of the 
United Nations. Unfortuna tely,  the  successes in this area are not as 
dramatic as the  failures tha t the U.N.  may be said to have experienced 
in the large r arena of political  problems. And, as we review the 25 
years of the United Nations at work, I think your outline demon
strates  t ha t there is going to be enough work for the next 25 years, 
within the United Nations.

So we are very happy to have your presentation.
I might ask, how advanced are tne United Nations plans for the 

Stockholm Conference in 1972 ?
Mrs. Black. We began preparations  for this  at the last General 

Assembly, the  24th General Assembly. The meetings will resume on 
the prep aratory committee work fo r th is conference in about a week, 
in New York.

Mr. Gallagher. What do we hope to achieve a t tha t conference? 
Wh at are some of our immediate goals ?

Mrs. Black. T his conference, hopefully, will build , as it goes along, 
up to 1972 in  Stockholm, we have plenty of time to  prepare carefully 
for the conference. I  th ink the most important aspect of it  is that not 
too many agenda items be included. I think probably it would do best 
to be in three general areas, or perhaps four. Th is will be up to the 27 
countries that participate on th e p reparatory committee.

The problems in my home county in C aliforn ia, the problems in the 
United States, and the problems around the world are not really un
related , as far  as problems of the human environment. Most every 
country I talked to at the United Nations has the problem of water 
pollution, one way or another, either through  the ir rivers, streams, 
lakes, or the open oceans. So I  think we hope to come up with definite 
answers on what can be done to save our o ld world, and to make the 
air  and the water pure again.

Mr. Gallagher. Well, I  think those are noble goals. I might ask, 
perhaps you are not down the road this far , but who will be invited 
to par tici pate in the conference? Will it be only the members of the 
United Nations , or  will we invite the nonpar ticipating  countries such 
as Communist China, West and East Germany, and so forth? Is i t the 
inten t of th e United  Nations to go beyond the United Nations family?

Mrs. Black. I  believe this is th e kind of  item th at  will be taken up 
by the prepara tory  committee in  New York.
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Mr. Gallagher. I migh t ask, what is the U.S. position on inte rnational  cooperation in environmental  matters? Have we been doing very much of this up at the United Nations?
Mrs. Black. I would say tha t the testimony, Mr. Chairman, tha t I heard from the different delegations a t the United Nations showed an interna tional  interest in cooperating in this  problem, and, as I  said in my statement, Sweden did initia te the world conference, but all of the nations enthusiastical ly reacted to it.
Mr. Gallagher. Thank you, Mrs. Black.
Mr. Frelinghuysen ?
Mr. F relingiiuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I should like to join in welcoming you to this subcommittee, Mrs. Black.
Mrs. Black. Thank you.
Mr. F relingiiuysen. It is a pleasure to see you here. I note we have a very large, and I  would say predominantly youthful  audience, so it is quite obvious that you have a fan club. I  am sure i t is not the na ture of our hearings tha t brings out this crowd. I t is encouraging, as one of the olde r members here, to realize that  fame has a continuing effect, at least in your case.
Mr. Gallagher. I hope it doesn’t get back to Ambassador Yost that  you outdrew him. [Laughter ]
Mr. F relinghuysen. I imagine he would expect th at would be the case.
I enjoyed your very comprehensive statement, and I would like to ask you a couple of questions about the role of youth. I am sure you are very much interested, as a delegate to the United Nations, in ways in which we can channel the idealism and the energy of youth toward stren gthening  the United Nations and its associated agencies. What do you think might be done to try  to direct their  attention ? I assume this  conference in July  is one way of trying to attr act  the attention  of youth to  the  United Nations. Could you tell us a litt le more about this  coming conference, or what you think might be done to  encourage youth?
Mrs. Black. Mr. Congressman, if  I can go back to your very nice comments, and thank you very much for them, I  feel tha t the young people here today are as concerned as we over forties about youth and the problems of youth , and I hope tha t the young people of our country  know by now th t I am one of thei r biggest and strongest supporters, and have been doing what I can to get the age of majority  lowered in California. I t is taking a bit o f time, but I think  we will get there.
The Youth Congress that  will be held in New York in July , perhaps Mr. Stillman can talk  a bit more about. Mrs. Jean  Picker, I believe, is working with  the young people for this  Congress. I  know tha t it has attracted internationa l interest, and the youth organizations themselves are selecting the delegates, and there will be five delegates for each country.

man ? I s i t a governmental responsibility, or how are  the choices going to be made? I should th ink  it might be quite a competitive situation.
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STATEMENT OF AR THUR STILLMAN, ADVISER ON ECONOMIC AND 
SOCIAL AFFAIRS AT T HE  U.S. MISSION TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. Stillman. According to the mandate which was given by the 
Prepa ratory Committee for the  25th anniversary, five youth delegates 
from members of the United Nations, and certain dependent ter 
ritories, would be invited, not as representatives of thei r countries, 
but, rather , to reflect the broad spectrum of youth in thei r countries. 
They would not be government  representatives, they would not speak 
on behalf of thei r governments. It would be within the discretion of 
the member states as to how the delegates would be selected.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. You mean at the discretion of the member 
nations? In other words, the United States  makes the decision as to 
which five-----

Mr. Stillman. As to the method of selection of the delegates.
Mr. Frelinghuysen. How is that  selection made?
Mr. Stillman. We have decided as a matter of policy that  we 

would follow the recommendation made by the Prep aratory Com
mittee, that the delegates should not be government representatives, 
tha t they should not be instructed. There is a pr ivate  committee which 
has been formed in New York, composed of approximately 20 youth 
groups, which is now in the process of formulating  criter ia for dele
gate selection. It is the ir hope that by the deadline set by the United 
Nations, the first of May, tha t they will-----

Mr. F relinghuysen. Could I inter rupt?
Wh at is a youth group? Are Young Republicans a youth group? 

As I remember. Secretary Dulles, when he was Secretary of State, 
was still a member of the Young Republicans. 1 am not sure but 
I may still be a Young Republican. Is  that one of the groups?

Mr. Stillman. Yes, sir.
The Young Republicans would certainly qualify. Some of the groups 

tha t have been partic ipat ing are the  Committee on Internationa l Re
lations of the United  Nations Association, the New York Ci ty Youth 
Service, National Board of the YMCA, the Boy Scouts, and the 
Black Panthers.

Now, we should emphasize this is a private committee. It  has no 
government support  or backing.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. How does that group, if it is private, deter
mine who should or should not be included ?

Mr. Stillman. This group is setting its own criteria , and will be 
sending out applications for delegate selection. If  there is agreement 
within the committee on five names, these names would then be pro
posed to the Government.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Suppose if there is not agreement on five 
names? Then how would they ever reach agreement?

Mr. Stillman. In this eventuality, the Government, would have the 
responsibili ty, ultimately, of determining which five delegates will 
attend. This does not necessarily mean tha t the Government will make 
the choice. I t is our hope th at through these private groups, through 
the youth groups themselves, that  there will be five delegates recom
mended which do have broad support,  and that  they will represent a 
wide cross section of the youth o f this country .

But it will, of course, in the last analysis, be for the Government 
to formally propose these five delegates to the United Nations.
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Mr. F relinghuysen. But the Government actually exercises its 
judgment as to whether there is a fai r cross section of American youth 
represented in the five selected? They presumably will be presented 
as a slate by these private organizations?

Mr. Stillman. I think, Mr. Congressman, it would be somewhat 
premature  to speak to tha t point, as to whether it would be necessary. 
We would hope it would not be necessary for the Government to make 
any judgment as to the determination of these delegates.

Mr. F relinghuysen. If  I  can get back to a basic point, Mrs. Black, 
in your prepared statement. You say tha t the United States should 
make bette r use of the U.N. and its myriad activities, call upon its 
specialized agencies more frequently, and take a bolder posture of 
leadership in its affairs.

You also say tha t there is a need for a much greater degree of 
coordination.

I would suppose if  we are going to make greater use of them, we- 
need to worry about the adequacy of these organizations. You referred 
to the necessity of coordination between the General Assembly, 
FCOSOC, and various specialized agencies, specifically. How good 
is the coordination in the educational, social, and the fields in which 
you are  interested? Youth fields?

Isn ’t there a real need for improvement in the basic way in which 
these agencies operate ?

Mrs. Black. Mr. Congressman, this is what I  tried  to explain in 
my statement, because I  felt that  since almost every committee of the 
U.N. discussed youth, for instance, that  they should get together and 
coordinate, and not duplica te efforts, and tha t this  should be done, 
very definitely. This does no t happen in every subject. It  did  happen 
to occur in the youth items, because everyone is interested in the 
subject. And, to some extent, it happened in the  environment area.

Otherwise, I would say that things are going very, very well, and 
very smoothly.

Mr. F relinghuysen. I  have no furth er questions.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Kazen ?
Mr. K azen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mrs. Black, first, of all, le t me congratulate you upon the statement.
Thank you.
Mr. Kazen. It  is very well tho ught out, and we apprecia te having. 

I  believe, in your words, before we star ted this meeting, a layman's 
poin t of view, and not one that  has had long association in the 
mechanics of the United Nations.

You say in your statement that we must recognize the potential 
and not wring  our hands at the shortcomings. W hy is it  tha t we can’t 
publicize, or we have not publicized, the actual  accomplishments in 
these fields that have taken place ?

Mrs. Black. Thank you very much for your nice comments, Mr. 
Congressman.

The main problem is tha t the United  Nations only receives world 
attention throu gh the news media, when there is a crisis situation, 
when the  Security Council is called into session. The 80 percent of 
the work done is in the social and humanitarian  field and is very 
good work, and very necessary work, and is a bridge to peace-building. 
It  is not peace-keeping, but it is peace-building. And I wish there 
was a way to make this good news big news. But it jus t isn’t of g reat 
news import , as far as headline making.
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Mr. Kazen. Well, this is exactly what I am talk ing about, the 
United Nations has limped along, because of all of the criticism that  
it has received, bu t most of the criticism comes from those issues that 
have been highlighted, yet the  environment, the art,  the  culture, these 
things that , as you have apt ly pu t it, lead to peace, and are peace
building, should certainly receive the attention of all  the peoples of the 
world.

Mrs. Black. Yes, sir.
Mr. Kazen. In  order to for tify  this organization tha t we call the 

w United Nations we must publicize its accomplishments. It  may be
tha t it will take a person like you to s tar t the ball rolling on actually 
advertis ing the pluses of the United Nations, instead of the big
minuses tha t are given the headlines.

• Coming to another statement th at you made, “By example, the 1959 
world refugee year members of the United Nations raised 80 millions 
in special funds to resettle 15 million refugees.”

Where were these refugees resettled  ?
Mr. Stillman. Could I jus t comment, sir ?
Mr. K azen. Yes.
Mr. Gallagher. Perhaps you could supply it for the record.
Mr. Stillman. We could supply  more in formation  for the record

on that, but of course, this refers to  the  pos t-World War I I  refugees, 
to refugees coming from Communist China, for example, and these 
refugees have been settled in thi rd  countries, either in Europe, in 
Asia, many of them here.

Mr. Kazen. This is what I  was after.
Mr. Fascell. The U.S. admitted about 80,000 Hungarian  refugees 

and there are about 250,000 Cuban refugees, most of them in my 
district . How many do you have ?

Mr. Kazen. I don’t know. Maybe my question was not phrased 
properly. I want to know what fields, or what the resettlements were, 
and over what period of time. This  work began righ t afte r World 
War II , as I  understand it, and is still continuing.

Mrs. Black. Yes.
Mr. Kazen. You say that in the  Western Hemisphere, in Asia, these 

percentages are up 10 to 20 percent, and in the Middle Eas t, of
• course, they have increased 50 percent. Where in the Western 

Hemisphere have these numbers increased that much, outside of 
Cuba?

Mrs. Black. Well-----
• Mr. Kazen. Where is our major refugee problem in the Western 

Hemisphere ?
Mrs. Black. I was refe rring, Mr. Congressman, to the problems, for 

instance, tha t I encountered when I  was almost a refugee myself, when 
I was caught in the invasion of Czechoslovakia. The people have left 
Eastern Europe, many people, and have been try ing  to be relocated 
elsewhere, like in Austria, here, Switzer land, and so forth.

Mr. Kazen. I was ta lking about the Western Hemisphere.
Mr. Fascell. It  is Cuba. Cuba is the biggest.
Mr. Kazen. Outside of Cuba, I was wondering where problem 

areas lay.
Mr. Fascell. Tha t is it,
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Stillman, perhaps  you could forward us some 

figures on that.
Mr. Fascell. Can we get a breakdown on that? Somewhere there
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be useful, and also third country settlements. That might help us get 
a be tter picture.

Mr. Kazex. Yes, if you could supply this for the record.
Mr. Stillman. Yes, we will, sir.
(The information requested follows:)
Department of Sta te— Office o f R efugee and M igration  Affa irs, Estimated 

Num ber of Re fugees 1 
[As of June  30, 1969]

World  tota l
Alien Refugees (A. belo w)________________________________ 4. 9S9. 292
Nona lien refugees (B. belo w)__________________ ,___________  2,757,143

Grand to ta l____________________________________________  7, 746, 435
A. Refugees  who have crossed inte rna tion al fron tiers and are aliens or treated 

as such in  the ir present countries of asylum
1. Refugees in Europe and the  Middle East from Communist

coun tries  in Euro pe____________________________________ 60, 000
2. European refugees in Communist China seeking to enter

Hong Kong_ ,_________________________________________  1,000
3. Chinese refugees from Communist China________________  2, 074,000

In  Ho ng  Kon g____________________________________ _____  2, 000, (MX)
In  M ac au _______________________________________________  74, (MX)

4. Tibe tan refugees______________________________________ 64, 000
In In dia_____________________    50,000
In  Bhutan and Sikkim _____________________________ 6, 000
In Nepa l________________________ _________________  8, 000

5. Refugees from North  Viet-Nam in Thailand _______________  40, 000
6, Cuban refugees_______________ ________________________  178, 142

In the United Sta tes__________________________________ 2 129, 642
In  other countrie s____ ,____________________________ 48, 500

7. Pales tin ian  Arab refugees in the  Middle E ast  (including some 
240,000 displaced persons resu lting from June  1967 hostili ties,
not  reg iste red  with UNR WA)__________________________ 1,616,000

8. Refugees from Rwand a__________________________ ______  160, 500
In  Bu rund i_______________________ ,_______________  52, 000
In the  Congo (I< )__________________________ ________  24, 000
In Tanzania________________________________ ,______  14,000
In Uga nd a___________________________ ____________  70, 500

9. Refugees from Sudan_________________________________  177, 000
In  Central African Republ ic________________________  19, 500
In  E th io p ia _ __________________________________________  20, 000
In Uganda_______________________________________  71, 500
In  Co ngo ( K ) ___________    66, 0<M)

10. Refugees from Angola_________________________________  381,450
In  Botsw ana _______________ _______________________ 3, 450
In  the  Congo (K )__________________________________  370,000
In  Zambia________________________________________  8, 000

11. Refugees from Zam bia________________________________  19, 500
In  Angola__________________ _______________________ 4, 500
In  th e Congo (K )___________________________________  15,000

(See footnotes  a t end of table, p. 181.)



Department of Stu te— Office of  Refu gee and Migration Affairs, Estimated 
Number of Refugees—Continued 

[As of June 30,1969]
A. Refugees who have crossed international  frontiers , etc.—Continued

12. Refugees from Mozambique____________________________  48, 800

In  M alaw i________________________________________  15,000
In  Ta nzan ia_______ ,_______________________________  31, 000
In Zam bia________________________________________  2, 800

13. Refugees f rom P ortu gue se Guinea  in Senegal_______________  65, 000
14. Refugees f rom South  Afr ica, South  West Africa and Rhodesia :

in Tanzan ia, Botswana, Lesotho, Swazi land and Zambia (in
clud ing some 300 stud en ts)____________________________  2,500

15. Refugees from the Congo (K )__________________ ,________  70.400
In Angola________________________________________  3, 000
In Bu rund i_______________________________ ■________ 20,000
In Centra l Afr ican Republ ic_________________________ 5,000
In Sud an_________________________ ________________  7, 500
in Tanza nia______________________________________  600
In Uganda________________ ____________  34,000
In Zamb ia______________________________________    300

16. Refugees  (E rit rean ) from  Ethiopia in Sud an_____________  31,000
B. Re f ugees displaced wi thin their own countr ies and other re f ugees who have 

the right  of nat ionali ty in thei r present countries of asylum
1. Vietnamese refugees displaced  within  South  Vietnam________1,197,143

In camps__________________________________________  435. 714
Out of camp_______________________________________  590. 074
In process  of r eset tle men t3__________________________  171.355

2. Laot ian refugees  in Laos__________________________ ,_____  260,000
(Displaced in the face of contin uing Communist aggression)

3. Hindus in India who fled or were evicted from Pakis tan  since
1963 _____________________________ ,___________________  1, 000, 000

4. Muslims in Pa kis tan  who fled or were evicted from Ind ia or
Kashmir since 1963_______________________ ,____________  260, 000

5. Indonesian  Chinese displaced  w ithin Indonesia_____________  40, 000
1 U nd et er m in ed  nu m be rs  of  re fu ge es  in  some of  th e li st ed  gr ou ps  ha ve  bee n part ia ll y  

o r fu ll y  a ss im ilat ed  w ith in  as yl um  co un tr ie s.
2 T hi s is  th e to ta l nu m be r of Cub an s in  th e  U ni te d S ta te s who, as  of  Ja n u a ry  1, 1969 , 

had  not ac qu ire d ci ti ze nsh ip  o r s ta tu s  a s per m an en t re si den t al iens .
8 T he se  ar e pe rson s wh o ha ve  begun to  rece ive re se tt le m en t as si st ance  bu t ha ve  no t 

be en  fu lly  re es ta bl is he d.  The y a re  in  pr oc es s of  re se tt le m en t a t  a pl ac e o th er th an  th e ir  
ham le ts  of or ig in .

N otes

A. Refugees from North  Korea  in South Korea. The five million North Korean 
refugees who fled to South Korea between 1945 and 1953 are  now integrated 
w’ithin  the economy of South Korea. Escape  f rom North  Korea today is vir tua lly  
prec luded by str ing ent North Korean controls.

B. Ea st German refugees in West  Germany. Between 1945 and 1961, 3.7 mil
lion German refugees fled from the Eas t Zone into West Germany, across the 
zonal bord er or via West  Berlin . Between the  erection of the Berlin wall and 
.Tune 30, 1969 thi s flow tota led  only some 28.100. All of these  refugees have been 
int egr ated into  the  West  German economy w itho ut inte rnational assis tance .

C. Nigerian s displaced within or from Nigeria. Niger ians who have been dis
placed within Nigeria in the  las t severa l years are  not included  in the  above 
tab ula tion as no reasonab ly acc ura te estimate is avai lable  as to the ir numbers. 
Those Nige rians who have  lef t Niger ia in the  wake of the civil str ife  in that  
country  and  are presently in neighboring West African coun tries  are  likewise 
omi tted from the  tabula tion, pending the  development of accurate information 
as to thei r numbers and  sta tus as refugees.
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Mrs. Black. Mr. Ch air man , it  is in the  U ni ted  Na tions H igh Com
missioner of Refugees An nu al Report. My ass ign ment did not con
cern past refugees, b ut  the 18 m illion refugees of to day, and I am sorry 
th at  I don’t have all of  th e bac k s tat ist ics  f rom  1959. W e will furnish  
you  wi th th e High C ommission er’s report.

Mr. K azen. The  only reason th at  I  m ade the  s tat em en t was because 
appa rent ly  th is will  serve  as a pa tte rn , and  is probably servin g as a 
pa tte rn  for the  work  to be done by  Un ite d Nat ions. We  may  be able 
to im prove on what we hav e done in  the  past .

» St ill  on th is refugee  pro blem,  wh at  is the  Un ite d Na tions doin g,
actual ly,  to  h elp  r efugees, at  th is  pa rti cu la r time ?

Mr. Stillm an. The U ni ted Na tions ha s tw o m ajo r p rogra ms , in  the 
field of refugees. One is the prog ram of the  Un ite d Na tion s High

• Comm issioner for Refugees, an d the oth er is the Uni ted Nat ions 
Relief and  Wo rks  Agency , wh ich  is conc erned only  wi th Pa les tin ian  
refugees in the  Mid dle  Ea st.  Th e Un ite d State s has support ed  both  
of  these  programs,  actively . Fina nc ia lly , th e prog ram of the  Un ite d 
Nat ions  H igh Commissioner o f Refugees is m ore lim ited in scope. A l
though  the  High Com missioner has  unde r his  man da te  several mi l
lion refugees, these  do no t inc lude Pa les tin ian refuge es in the  M iddle 
East,  which are excluded  fro m his  mand ate .

He is concerned pr im ar ily  wi th  the pro tec tion of  th e refugees , of 
their  rig ht  to asylum, immi grati on , and  resett lem ent in asylum or 
oth er coun tries . The  H ig h Com missioner is also conc erned with local 
rese ttlem ent pro jects in asy lum  countries, especia lly in Af ric a where  
he has  large on-going pro gra ms . He  also coo pera tes wi th oth er U.N. 
agencies, in these typ es of  pro gra ms .

Actua lly , the  Un ite d Na tions Hig h Com missioner fo r Refugees is 
opera tin g with a very  sma ll bud get , less th an  $6 m illi on a yea r, in an 
effort to fac ilit ate  refuge e resettl ement , to  a ssure th ei r pro tec tion  and  
thei r asylum.

Now, the  Un ited Na tions prog ram for the  Middle Eas t is a much 
more sub stanti al pro gra m.  I t  is devoted  solely to  th e one and  a ha lf  
mil lion  re fuge es d ispl aced w hen Isr ae l was cr eat ed,  an d th e su bsequent  
un res t in the  M iddle Ea st.

Th is pro gra m is much more amb itious in its  fina ncia l scope. La st
• ye ar , th e U NR WA program , amounted  to  alm ost  $41 mil lion, of which  

the U ni ted  States c on tribu tio n w as $22 mil lion , sl ight ly ove r hal f. Th is 
prog ram involves the pro vis ion  of he al th  services, of  education,  and  
tr ai ni ng  pro grams, which  wi ll enab le the r efugee s to  surviv e un til such

•  tim e as the y can be relocated. These  tw o prog rams are the essence of 
Uni ted Nations’ invo lvem ent w ith  refu gees.

Mr. K azen. One more que stio n, Mr. Cha irm an : W ha t percen tage 
of  the  money  th at  goes to these various refugee program s, all of them, 
is c on tribu ted  by the U ni ted  S tat es?

Mr.  Stillman . As I  ju st  mentioned,  Mr . Congres sma n, concern 
ing  the p rogram  fo r the  Middle E as t, the b udge t------

Mr. K azen. I  am ta lk ing ab ou t the ove rall  refugee pr ogram , all  of 
them. I  know th at  you have  th e Hig h Com miss ioner, t he  Middle E as t, 
and all  o f the se o thers, all of  th e refu gee  work  th at  is done t hrou gh  the 
Un ite d Nat ions. W ha t pe rce nta ge  of  the money th a t is spe nt on th is 
refugee problem is co nt rib uted  by the Un ite d St ates  ?

Mr.  Stillman  (c on tin uing ). You  are  spe aking now, sir,  solely of  
the Un ite d Nations prog rams, no t pro gra ms  th at  the Un ite d State s 
wo uld  have outside  of  the  Uni ted Nation s ?
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Mr. K azen. No, no, jus t within  the  Uni ted  Nations.
Mr. Stillman. Well,  I have it broken  down according  to the  two 

major programs. We could combine the figures, but  as I pointed  out 
earl ier,  in the Midd le Ea st program , we cont ribu ted slig htly over 
ha lf of the contr ibu tion; tha t is, las t year, $22 million, out of $41 mil
lion. Now, our  con tributio n to  the  program of the H igh  Commissioner 
for  Refugees is a much smaller effort, although it has fluctuated  over 
the years. Of the $5.68 million total for 1969, the Un ited Sta tes  con
trib uted $800,000, which  amounted to roughly  14 percent.

Thi s figure of U.S. par tici pat ion  has fluctua ted. In  1962, i t was as 
high as 30 percent,  which is approximately our  contribution to regula r 
Uni ted Nations p rograms. F luc tua ting down in 1967 to 13 percent , ri s
ing slight ly in  1969.

Now you could combine these two figures, bu t actually,  the  opera
tions are somewhat d ifferent .

Mr. Kazen. Th ank you.
Ju st  one la st sug ges tion: Don’t forg et organiz ations like 4 -H  clubs, 

FF A, and some of these other rural you th organiza tions in  your selec
tion for  this  conference in July. I t  would be appreciated in the rura l 
area.

Mr. Gallagher. I  might  say th at  as M r. F relingliuysen b rought  up 
the  Youn g Republicans, I will mention the  Young  Dem ocrats.

Mr. S tillman. Rig ht. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Burke?
Mr. Bttrke. Thank you, Mr. Cha irman. Mrs. Black , I  w ant  to  wel

come you here, and  personally I  feel th at  you are the  ty pe of person 
that, jus t never does grow old, you grow more bea uti ful , and  while 
thi s sounds flat tering,  I  th ink  most of  us here have seen you grow to be 
a very beautifu l woman. Fo r instance, I  thi nk  my younger daughte r, 
still  believes you are  a very beautiful lit tle  g irl ; and while thi s m ight  
embarras s you, I would like to say th at  I  have probably seen “The 
Li ttles t Colonel” so many times that  I expected to  see you walk  in, with 
the mi lita ry uni form  of the old South [Laughter .]

Mrs. Black. Mr. Congressman, I did  grow a bi t more tha n that .
Mr. Burke. Yes, you did, I  said, into  a very  beau tifu l woman,  but 

I think  you have grown in beau ty in many ways. Fi rs t of  all, your 
hum ani tar ian  efforts, in the fight on multip le sceierosis and with your 
hosp ital work.

Mrs. Black. Thank you.
Mr. Burke. And now your work in intern atio nal  programs for the 

benefit o f m ankind.
But  there are one or two thin gs I  would like  to ask. On page  3 of 

your statement, you ta lk about  nationali sm. You say.  “Is i t not feasible 
to turn  thi s floodtide  of natio nalism tow ards a Better world  under
standing ?” And  where I agree with  you at  t imes, it is fine to support 
the principle s of nationalism, I do ca ll you r atte ntion to the fact  th at  
it  is very difficult to rein in nationalism , when it gets star ted,  and I 
am sure you remember the natio nali sm that  swept Europe, prior to 
World W ar  II , and the natio nalism that resulted in fascism, and the 
mi lita ry natio nalism of Japa n,  and  so on, yet it stil l exists in the 
world , so I  w onder  if  we are perhap s m aking a mistake in supporting  
it, when you say that, it  is not feasib le to tu rn  th is na tiona lism towards
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a bet ter  wor ld und erst and ing?  How, with  world cond itions the way 
they are  now; with  the “have-nots” challenging the  "haves,” and so 
many of  those  “have not” n ations t urn ing  to nationalism  fo r th eir own 
purposes, it  being the smal ler “have not” nations th at  wi ll tu rn  on us.

Mrs. Black. Mr. Congressman,  when I spoke of natio nali sm, I was 
speaking of nationalism  not reg ard ing  our country, but of the devel
oping nations.

Mr. Burke. Yes, I  know, bu t th at  is what bo thers me. The trouble 
is every nat ion —and I jus t took a tr ip  around the  world, with  Mr.

> Wolff, who was here earl ier,  and we found  every nat ion  gett ing  more
stro ngly n ational isti c and yet we in our  count ry find  people from vari
ous org aniz ations te lling us t ha t we are im peria listic  and  discourag ing 
us from  having national pride and  sp iri t or  love fo r our own country.

• How then  do you reconcile the two approaches ?
Mrs. Black. Mr. Congressman, I  hoped thro ugh  my remarks at 

the United Nat ions  to pu t over the  poin t th at  1 fel t it was more 
important for  countr ies to thi nk  on an inte rnation al basis, and to 
have global understandin g. I t  is something th at  is going to  t ake time, 
but  I th ink  it wil l be accomplished.

Mr. Burke. I  hope you a re right. I  think,  however, tha t a t thi s stage 
of the game, wi th the world in such a turmoil, it might  be ju st another 
dream, th at  I  wish we could see. I  only mention  it, because to me, it  is a 
difficult problem for  our own N ation as well as the United  Nations to 
face, in ta lking  about one nation or another, or at least in  ta lking  about 
assis ting ano ther.

Could I ask a question, then, with regard  to the  i-efugee prob
lem, and  in view of the statement I made about  the  strength  of the 
move tow ards  na tionalism,  an d many of th e smaller  countries looking 
to the more w ealthy countries t o do th e job for  them, wha t would you 
think would  be our contribution to this , in comparison with that  of 
the Sovie t Union, and the other nations, who are  contributing littl e 
to the problems.

Mrs. Black. Mr. Congressman, in my opinion, the  nations of the 
world are ma tur ing  very rap idly. I  don’t thi nk  the  nations  want  to 
be told  by any individual coun try, how they are to live, how much 
money they are to be given. I  thi nk  those days are past.  The United

• Sta tes  now is mak ing a very good effort  to form partnerships with 
oth er countries. In  the long run , thi s is very much to our  coun try’s 
advanta ge, to form  these par tne rsh ips , and the  contribution that  we 
can make tha t is not money will be th rou gh help ing in education, in

a tra ining , in exte ndin g our hand  in  f rien dship, and  of  not tur nin g our
back on anybody, bu t to realize th at  it  is a pre tty  small globe and that  
we are all on i t together.

In  the  refugee camps, and  with the  refugees generally, I feel it is 
most important that we help in education and tra ining, because 18 
mill ion people need our help , need our  assistance, and if  I may 
interj ec t something, I  would like to mention tha t I think th at  we must 
do a lot  more about  our own American  Indians.

Mr. Burke. Well,  you join  two very distinguished gentlemen who 
have given similar  testimony with regard  to reexamin ing our mone
tar y app roa ch on these thin gs,  and that is Mr. Lodge  and Mr. 
Wadsw orth , bo th former Ambassadors  to the U.N. who feel tha t there



186

are more thin gs tha n our giv ing  money, and that  there  must  be joint 
cooperation from the other nations,  too.

Let me jus t ask one more question and  that  is one concern ing world 
pollution. Now, during the  tr ip  we took we d id go into  Japan, and 
strange as  i t may seem, we found a gre at deal of smog in Japa n,  and 
we saw the ir rivers polluted, and so on, and yet they have very litt le 
concern—or at  l east  t he people of Ja pa n and elsewhere indic ate tha t 
they haven’t  even made studies yet they  recognize it  is a problem, 
and yet we are ind ica ting  from  a world point of view th at  we are 
pol luting the w orld,  because of w hat  has been sa id here in our  country. 
Why should we t ake the blame fo r w hat  they have po lluted themselves 
over ther e and elsewhere ?

Now, it  seems to me that the only way we are going to reallv  be 
able to  talk abou t how to  solve these p roblems is by a fa ir  approach  by 
all nations, each accepting the ir own responsibility,  r ath er tha n going 
to inte rna tion al meetings with  the hang dog look like we are  the sole 
Nation respons ible for  the wo rld’s problems. I believe we must  take the  
init iative from the st art.

I  think  many  of  the nations like Ja pa n,  are inte lligent enough  to 
realize the dangers but they would hate , to upset the  apple-car t, at t his  
stage of the  game, and set back their present economy, which  is go ing 
into  heavy type  of indu stry , also.

Oth er th an  Ja pa n,  wha t oth er na tions are you t alk ing  abou t th at  are 
interested , f rom a world hea lth prog ram. W e a re hav ing  problems, of 
course, with those who question our missile prog rams, and make 
charges  of wha t mig ht become polluted or not, and we also have nations, 
too, that, have the  capabilities of the atomic bomb, and which have 
atomic  weapons, and have the use for  indust rial  purposes of atomic 
energy , and yet in Ind ia,  just recent ly an atomic reac tor pla nt was 
placed rig ht  next to a huge river , while we have argued here this is a 
bad place to pu t an atomic plant,  and as I  said, India just  completed 
one, with  the  help  of the  Uni ted States A ID , so what I  am dr iving  at is 
if we a re going to solve the  problems we are talkin g about,  we must 
solve them  with  the  help of the other nations, and have them pa rti ci 
pate , ra ther  tha n to  stand up and tell us what  we should do.

I think  we have done a grea t deal to try  and inform and  tell the 
world of some of  these problems; and I th ink  we have done i t, some o f 
it through the  United  Nations , but  I  th ink  now, th at  some of the 
nations  m ust show t ha t they are wil ling  to part icipate.

That is all. T hank you very much.
Mrs. B lack. Mr. Congressman, i f I could say a bit on this , as I  stated 

earlier, a t the  24th General  Assembly, Sweden init iated the idea for the 
World Conference on the H uman Env ironmen t, which will be he ld in 
1972, and all of the  126 nations at the United  Nations par tic ipa ted  
fully in the  debate, a nd with great interest in the subject. T hrough  this  
internat iona l conference,  information will lie made avail able to all 
people in the world, and to governments to implement the recommenda
tions from the  conference.

Regarding the  problem in Japa n.  Japa n par ticipated ful ly at the 
United  Nations , so I would assume tha t if  Japa n is one of the  countr ies 
att end ing  the conference, tha t they will continue to parti cipate .

I was in Tran 1-week ago, and I  have very h igh  r ega rd for the dele
gation from  Iran  to the  United  Nations . They  are very active in all
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subject s. They th ink very broadly  of  all in ter na tio na l problems.  In  
Ir an , T eh eran  is  the l ar ge st  ci ty in t he  wo rld  w ithout  a sewage system. 
Th ey  have an excellent wa ter pu rif ica tion method, and you  can  d rin k 
th e wa ter  from  the ta p.

Wou ld it  be poss ible  f or  M r. St illman  to  comment  on a q ues tion  you 
ask ed,  back one, I believe?  I  d on’t  know whi ch one i t is. D id  you hav e 
a comment?

Mr. Stillma n. Ma y I  comment, s ir ?
Mr. Burke. Pl ease .

•  Mr . Gallagher. S ure ly.
Mr.  S tillma n. Con cer ning yo ur  rem ark s, Mr. Congressman, re la tin g 

to the dependence of  some cou ntr ies , the dev eloping cou ntr ies , on the 
major  countri es, and th e bu rden  w hich th is  country has  assumed  over

• the years, wi th  respec t to economic ass ista nce , I would th in k th at one 
of  the  th ing s t hat is m ost imp ress ive in  t he  U.N . s ett ing  is th e b urning  
des ire,  of all cou ntr ies , pa rti cu la rly th e new cou ntr ies , to  ass ert  t he ir  
inde pendence, and  to avo id a dependent rel ati on sh ip on any cou ntry . 
They no longer  tak e Uni ted State s or  Sov iet  leadersh ip fo r granted . 
They are  intere sted in  a sh ar ing arrang em en t, in a cooperativ e 
endeavor.

For  th is reason, the fo rm er  empha sis  on b ila ter al  form s of assistance  
is no  lon ger  as r eadi ly acc eptable to  the deve lop ing  countr ies , an d th ere  
is increased emphas is now on m ut ila tera l a pproache s. Th is ad min ist ra 
tio n is very cog nizant  of  th is  des ire and the Pr es iden t in  his  rece nt 
Message on Fo reign  Ai d stressed  ag ain  t he  need fo r ou r Gover nment  
to conside r more and be tte r ways  of  pa rti ci pa ting  in a mul til ateral  
fra me wo rk of  assistance. Th is wou ld not—n ot  nec essarily lessen the 
bu rden  of the Un ite d Sta tes , bu t would  pu t it  in di ffe ren t context.

I  don’t t hi nk  t hat  wTe can  t al k in ter ms of  r educ ing U.S. assis tance , 
bu t I  do t hink  we can ta lk  in term s of  i mp roving  the  qua lit y of mul ti
la te ra l assistance, and  I th ink that  with  p ro pe r dir ectio n, with  p rope r 
inpu t of huma n and  m ate ria l resources, t h a t we can improve t he  qua l
ity  o f assistance . A nd  i t would seem to  me  that t he  U ni ted St ates  must  
con tinu e to pla y a lea ding  role. We  can’t leave th is  t o oth ers . We  are 
taki ng  a very active intere st now in the measu res  be fore  th e U.N. 
Dev elopment  Pr og ram, fo r reorga niz ati on  and re st ru ct ur in g of  th at

• prog ram , to mak e th is  effor t more effec tive, th ro ug h the Un ite d 
Nations.

We  would be well adv ised to  pay pa rt ic ul ar  att en tio n to the moves 
which  are being made fo r more  effective  u til izat ion of  m ul til ater al  aid.  

> We sho uld  no t th ink in ter ms  merely  of  red uc ing the  bu rden  to the
Un ited Sta tes , bu t ra th er , of  ut ili zi ng  the  ass istance  wh ich  we give,  
and which should  c er tai nly be no low er and preferab ly  high er , in thi s 
gen era l mult ila ter al fra mew ork.

Tha nk  you,  sir.
Mr. Gallagher. Tha nk  you.
Mr. Fas cel l?
Mr. F ascell. Tha nk  you , Mr . Ch air ma n.
We ll, Mrs. Black, I  am de lig hted  to  see you again . I t  is a rea l 

pleasure, and let me say  fo r t he  o ther  tw o public mem bers  o f the dele
gat ion  who h ad  the  privi leg e o f serving  wit h you  at  the  U ni ted Na tio ns  
th at  Congres sman W ha lle y an d I  no t only enjoye d ou r serv ice wi th 
you, but  we fe lt  very  hono red to  be part  of a  thre e-m an  team,  if  you wil l
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pardon  the expression,  to work toge ther  effectively at  the  Uni ted 
Nations, and I want  to say something now to you r face th at  I have 
been saying behind your back, so the record will be cle ar, th at  it was 
not only jus t a pleasure to work with  you, but you cer tain ly carr ied 
your share of  the burden, an d made our work immeasurab ly bet ter  and 
easier, as an ent ire  delegation, so a nd since the measure of the  work is 
the thing  that  counts, why 1 want to be able to say to you personally  
and openly wha t I have been saying behind your back.

Mrs. Black. Thank  you, Congressman Fascell.
Mr. F ascell. You presented a very forth rig ht  statement, as you walways do. I t  is on one h and ideological, and on the othe r hand, very 

prac tical,  which I learned in 3 months is the kind of person you really 
are, and 1 commend you for  tha t.

Mrs. Black. Thank  you. •
Mr. F ascell. A nd I would like to touch upon some of the things 

that you have raised in your statement. We all recognize, having 
worked at the  Uni ted Nations, the growing feelin g of independence, 
and the  g rowing feeling of nationalism that  exists in all the  areas of 
the world , whe ther  it is in La tin  America, Afr ica , Asia,  or Europe.
All countries are very much aware of their  sovereignty, and as Mr.
Sti llm an has said, and we all learned,  they  don’t take too kind ly to 
being led around by the nose by Anybody. Don’t you feel th at  one of 
the effective inst rum entalit ies  to channel th at  natio nalism is the 
Unit ed Natio ns, and withou t it, we would have more difficult times  in 
the world?

Mrs. Black. Yes, indeed. It  couldn' t be more evident or more 
imjx irtant.

Mr. F ascell. Let’s take the conference on environment, th at  is going 
to be held in Sweden. Congressm an Bur ke has raised a very valid 
question. A lot of these countr ies, first, don’t ful ly realize the environ
ment problem, and secondly, if they  do, they don’t wan t to say any
thing or do any thing about it. Bu t the only way to ever bring  them 
into the fold  is to have a conference at  the inte rnation al level. We 
could app roach the world effort on th e bila tera l level, bu t it would be 
extremely difficult if not impossible. Fo r example, the Japanese, who 
depend very l arge ly on fish, suddenly find out from the ir own sc ientists 
that  the ocean is polluted, and that  their  fishing is going to fall off. aI think they  would be most anxio us to join  some k ind  of a world 
movement  to do something about po llu ting the oceans. So I  am very 
much for internatio nal  effort. I don't  see any other  prac tica l way, do 
you? * 4

Mrs. Black. No; I do not.
Mr. F ascell. You have raised a very good point , which  I  think, 

Congressman Frel inghuysen ment ioned  in his repo rt, and th at  was 
the question of the advance appointmen t of public members to the 
U.S. delegation at the U.N.—the  thre e public members.

I don't  know about Members of Congress but  I th ink  for the  o ther  
person, it would be an extremely useful thing. I would cert ain ly agree 
with you th at  any  adminis trat ion  appo inting the th ird  p ublic member 
would do th at  well in advance of the session, give them time to get 
fully orien ted and acclimated. And  I know that  you fel t th at  it  was 
difficult at the sta rt,  but I must say t ha t you did  a fine job. Also let me



189

assure you. Congressman W halley ami I had a difficult time, too, with 
all our background and experience.

What kind of impression did you get of our U.S. Mission people, 
general ly ?

Mrs. B lack. Well, they  are the best o f all 126 countr ies. I observed 
the sta ll was overworked, and I thou ght  the conditions were pre tty  
crowded, both across the stree t at the Uni ted Nations itsel f, and in 
the U.S. Mission. I was for tun ate  that I had a nice office, and a nice 
desk, as did all of the  repre sentatives and alternates, but I thi nk  we 
could use more staff at the U.S. Mission, and Mr. Stil lma n works 
awful ly hard, and around  the clock, as do most of the U.S. Mission 
staff. They do a fan tas tic  job, wearing several hats  themselves, and 
having to cover so many diffe rent agen da items.

, Mr. F ascell. I agree  with  you, and those of us who have been up
there, I thin k, in all of the repo rts, without exception, have mentioned 
in fact. We have been try ing to get the message to our  respective 
adminis trations-----

Airs. Black. I see.
Mr. F ascell. And  also to our  colleagues in the Congress. Some 

way, we are going  to have to find a means, all of us, to impress our 
colleagues and the adm inis trat ion on the tremendous effort that  is 
unde rtaken by the people who are in the U.S. Mission under very, 
very difficult circumstances.

Mr. F reylinghtjysen. W ould the gentleman yield on that  point?
Mr. F ascell. Certainly.
Mr. F relinghuysen. As one who served in 1965, I feel very 

strongly  th at  we should  know more about the U.S. Mission, and the 
people who are working  there. They  did a tremendous job for  us. 
Those of us who went  up there  to serve for  that  3-month period. I 
would like to suggest to our chai rman that  perhaps the Intern atio nal  
Organiza tions  Subcommittee of the Fore ign Affairs Committee ought  
to go up there at some poin t this  spring,  and have a day or two to 
discuss with  the  mission and perh aps  with  some of the  U.N. people, 
just  what are the nature of the responsibilit ies, what are the kind  of 
problems th at  they  are dealing with. It  would be helpful  for us, and 
it might even have some value for  those up in New York.

» > Mr. Gallagher. I think it is an excellent suggestion. We will try
and work tha t out.

Mrs. Black. Exce llent .
Mr. F ascell. We had one other dividend,  Mr. Chairman, that I 

■ thi nk  ought to be recited , in light of the line of quest ioning by our
colleague, Mr. Kazen of  Texas, and it  is a very valid point.

I t  is one which has been discussed by many people at  t op level in 
Government, in  executive b ranch and in the congressional branch, and 
that  is the seeming lack of attention th at  the Uni ted Nations gets 
today . Mrs. Black  put  her  finger on it, of  cou rse; i f the Securi ty Coun
cil is called in, and the re is a b ig cris is, i t makes the media; everybody 
knows abou t it. Yet, thre e-fo urth s of the  resources of the Uni ted 
Nat ions  are  not  in the  Secu rity  Council, they are in the  Th ird  
Committee, or in Economic Council, or other places where you work.

And i t is  harder  to  get tha t story across. But, Mr. Kazen, you  will be 
hap py to know th at  one o f the  real benefits that  despite  some crit ics 
and some skeptics, who tho ugh t th at  it  was useless to appoin t Mrs. 
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Black to a position of tha t importance, that she not only served ably, 
and made preparat ions of substance in behalf of the ILS. position, 
but the fact is she was able to get the coverage, when the rest of us 
couldn’t find our way out of the dark. [Laughter.]

Mr. Fascell. You know, the men with the cameras didn 't even 
know where I was, unless I happened to be standing  next to Mrs.
Black.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. It  is enough to tempt you to run for public 
office, isn’t it, Mrs. Black ? [Laughter.]

Mrs. Black. Mr. Chairman, if I could respectfully suggest that  
Congressman Fascell might, if he goes back there, wear a red suit.
[Laughter.]

Mr. Gallagher. That  would do it.
Mrs. Black. A bright red suit.
Mr. Kazen. You might also invite him to come to Cali fornia and "*make that same talk there. [Laughter.]
Mr. F ascell. Thank you.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Roybal?
Mr. Roybal. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mrs. Black, T am sorry th at I wasn’t here to hear your presentation , 

but I have read your remarks, have also heard your fielding of the 
various questions that  were asked you, and as a fellow Californian,
I would like to commend you, not only for your s tatement, but  for  the 
service that  you have rendered to the United Nations over the last few months.

Mrs. B lack. Thank you.
Mr. Roybal. Mr. Fascell made the statement he made this afternoon 

to me personally and other members of the committee before, so it 
wasn’t just, a matter  of just simply making a s tatement because you 
were present ; I am sure tha t this is his true feeling, and I know for 
a fact it is also the true feeling o f the  other member that  served with you.

I do not have any questions but I again want to reite rate my grea t 
joy in hearing all these complimentary remarks, par ticu larly when 
they are made about a fellow Californ ian.

Mrs. Black. Thank you very much, Mr. Congressman.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Mr. F relinghuysen. One brief question, Mr. Chairman, if I  may.
I notice, Mrs. Black, tha t you did propose at the 24th Assembly last 

fall th at young people serve as regular members of the U.S. delegation.
What  is the prospect for such a suggestion being accepted? Is con
sideration being given to this proposal,  and what do you think the .4outcome is likely to be?

Mrs. Black. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. T will have to defer the 
results, since December, since I have been away from the U.N. to Air.
Stillman, but many of the countries al ready have young delegates. For  
instance, Ira n had young delegates. Not, I would say, less than 25 years 
of age, but around the age of 25.

Many of the developing countries have young delegates. I  think it 
would be most im portan t for at least one delegate from each country 
to be under  the age of 25, or under the age of 21 . perhaps.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Yon really are emphasizing youth today, aren’t you ?
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Mrs. Black. Yes. As  I  ge t older.  [ La ug hter .]
Mrs. Black. Yo ung peo ple  become more im po rta nt , because some 

day th ey are  going to have  to take  care of  me.
Mr. S tillma n, do  you h ave any  comm ent ?
Mr. Stillman . Mr. Congressman, th is  was one of  t he  recom menda

tions made by  the  pr ep ar at or y com mit tee fo r th e 25th ann iver sa ry , th at 
member governm ents  conside r inc ludin g in th ei r deleg ations a yo ung 
delegate , under the age  o f 25. Th is was  specifically  in  l ine  wi th pre p
arat ion s for the 25th  an nive rsary celebr ation, wou ld follow from the 
World  Youth  Assembly . Our  G overn ment has th is unde r very ca ref ul  
conside ration.  No decisions have been  made at  th is  po int , bu t we are 
giv ing  th is serious tho ug ht .

Mr. F relinghuysen. I  know we hav e a rollc all vote  underw ay  
which is go ing  to  force u s, pro bably , to  susp end  the  d iscussion . I wis h 
we had more  chance to  t al k about wha t you an tic ipa te  will come ou t 
of  th is you th assembly. I t soun ds to me a s i f chaos m igh t res ult , i f you 
are  g oin g to have th is ma ny y oung peop le chosen, more  or less at  r an 
dom. Is  the re going  to  be an age nda, and is there any  indic ati on  of  
kno win g wh at will come out  o f som eth ing  l ike th is?  Is  the re  a ny way 
in which we, or the  mem ber  nations  general ly,  can  guide  th e discus 
sions, or  the  conclusions  th at  a g roup  such as th is  migh t come to?  W ha t 
is go ing  to be accom plished ?

Pe rh ap s it  is a way of  let tin g off steam, an d develop ing  a sense of 
pa rti cipa tio n,  but I wo uld n’t t hink  th at  w ould be quite e nough, unless 
some conc lusions and reco mm end atio ns were  made. However , if  t hose 
reco mmendations w ere n ot acted up on by the senio rs in th e U.N ., some
th ing m igh t have  dev eloped t ha t wou ld not necessarily be constructive , 
if  t ha t is th e way to pu t it.

Mr. F abcell. Well, we could send them up on F ir st  A venue between 
50th and 60th, and let  t hem  watch th e beau tiful young people of New 
Y ork.

Mr. F relingh uysen. They will do th at , wh eth er  we sug ges t it  or 
not.

Mr. F ascell. Th en  there won ’t be any mee tings, so you wo n't  have 
an ythi ng  to w orr y about.

Mrs . Black. In  my opinion, Mr. Con gressm an,  and  I ha ve n't  been 
close to the pr ep arat ions  fo r the  youth  c ongress  in Ju ly , an d maybe I  
am too  opt imistic , bu t I  th in k if  you give young peop le the res ponsi
bi lit y,  and  g ive the m the prest ige  th at  th ey  w ill have  by be ing  in New 
Yo rk  tog eth er rep res en tin g all 126 countries in ou r world , th at  they  
will  p erf orm and p rob ably give  some ve ry concrete and  very im po rtan t 
messages  to  us.

Mr. F relingh uysen. Y ou mean, “Make love, no t w ar ” ?
Mr.  F ascell. We ll, th at  i s a  p re tty good message. [L au gh ter.]
Mr. Gallagher. W ith  th at , the  sub com mit tee-----
Mr.  F ascell. Let ’s not  knock it.
Mrs . B lack. I  am no t th at  old . [L au gh ter.]
Mr.  Gallagher (con tin uing ). Mrs . Black and  Mr. St illman , th an k 

you ve ry m uch.
The su bcomm ittee s tan ds  ad jou rned .
(W hereu pon, at  3:37  p.m., the subcommitt ee ad jou rned , sub jec t to 

call of  the  cha ir. )
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25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

United Nations Role in the Field of Human Righ ts

TUESDAY, MARCH 3, 1970

H ou se  of R e pr e se n t a t iv e s ,
* Committee on F oreign Affairs,

S u b c o m m it t e e  on  I n t e r n a t io n a l
O r g a n iz a tio n s  and  M o v e m e n ts ,

Washington, D.G.
The subcommittee met, pursu ant to recess, at 2:35 p.m., in room 

2200, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Cornelius E. Gallagher, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding.

Mr. Gallagher. The  subcommittee will come to order.
The Chai r apologizes for the delay. We have no way of programing  

the rollcalls of the House. I  must extend an apology to our witnesses.
We meet this afternoon to continue our review of the United  Na

tions system—and of the role which the United States  should play 
in that  “family” of interna tional  organizations.

Witnesses who appeared before us earlier discussed several major 
dimensions of the United  Nations—political, security, economic, and 
social.

Today, we begin our consideration of the role which the United 
Nations plays in the very sensitive, and very vital , area of human 
rights.

To help us with this task, we are happy  to welcome:
Mrs. Rita Hauser, the U.S. Representative to the United Nations 

Commission on Human Rights and our delegate to the 24th General 
, Assembly of the United Na tions; and

Dr. Morris Abram, unti l recently , president of Brandeis  Univers ity, 
whose long and distinguished service to  our country in the field of 
human rights—at the United  Nations and in other forums—makes 
him an expert witness on this subject.

Mrs. Hauser, Dr. Abram, we have your statements  before us.
With your consent, we will begin with Mrs. Hauser. Aft er both of 

you finish your opening statements, we will move on to  questions from 
the subcommittee.

The biographical sketches will be placed into the record at this 
point.

(The documents referred to follow:)
Mrs. Rit a E. H auser is U.S. Rep resentativ e to the  U.N. Human Rights Commis

sion and serves as Alternate  U.S. Delegate to the  24th General Assembly of the 
United Nations.

Mrs. Hau ser is a native New Yorker and holds degrees in law and political 
economy from Harva rd,  New York University and the Univers ities of  Stra sbou rg 
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aiul  Par is . Sh e is  an  in te rn ati onal la w ye r, me mber of  th e law  firm of  Mo ldo ver, 
Il au se r an d S tr auss  of  New York an d P ari s.  Mr s. H au se r w as  chai rm an  of  New 
Yor ke rs  fo r Nixon  by whom sh e w as  ap po in te d to th e tw o U.N. po st s in 1969. She  
is ch ai rm an  of  the Amer ican  B a r A ssoc ia tio n Com mittee  on  th e  In te rn ati onal 
As pe cts  of  In di vid ual  R ig hts  an d Res po ns ib ili tie s,  an d has w ri tt en  nu mer ou s 
ar ti c le s an d c on tr ib ut ed  to pro fe ss io na l jo urn al s.

Dr.  M or ris B. Ab ra m, fo rm er pre si den t of  B ra ndei s U niv er si ty  in  W al th am , 
M as sa ch us et ts , w as  bo rn in  Geo rg ia  an d stud ie d as  a Rho de s sc ho la r a t Oxford 
Unive rs ity . Am ong hi s go ve rn m en ta l as sign m en ts , he  se rv ed  on  th e pr os ec ut in g 
st af f of  th e  In te rn ati onal M il it ar y  T ribunal , Nurem be rg , Ger m an y,  (1946)  an d 
w as  the  f ir st  gen er al  cou nsel of  the  P ea ce  Corps  (1961).

He w as  a mem be r of th e  U.N . Su bc om miss ion on Pre ven tion o f D is cr im in at io n 
an d Pro te ct io n of  M in or it ie s fr om  1962 to 1963;  the U.S . R ep re se nta tive on th e 
U.N. Co mm iss ion  fo r H um an  R ig ht s from  1963 to  1968; an d,  from  1963 to 1968, 
was  se ni or  ad vi se r to th e  U.S . Miss ion to  th e Uni ted N at ions . H e is curr en tly  a 
me mber of  th e  P re si den t’s N at io nal  Com m itt ee  f o r Com mun ity  Relat ions .

He is th e  co -aut ho r of  th e  mon og ra ph , ‘’Ho w to  Stop  Viole nce in You r 
Com mun ity .”

STATEMENT OF MRS. RIT A E. HAUSER, U.S. REPR ESEN TATIVE TO
THE UNITE R NATIONS HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION, ANU
ALTERNATE U.S. RELEGATE TO THE 24TH GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Mrs. H auser. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman. I think perhaps it might  
be helpful  in looking at human rights in the context of the United 
Nations to review a little hit of the history of the dra ftin g of the 
United Nations C harte r and even before that, if I  may, to go back to 
the dra ftin g of the Covenant of the League of Nations to see the degree 
to which the world in a fa irly  short period of time took a decided and 
determined interest in problems of human rights.

I was quite astonished in reading  the official history of the d rafting 
of the League of  Nations Covenant to find tha t on a proposal made by 
Japa n at tha t time to include some fairly  harmless language in the 
preamble to the effect that all peoples of all nations were equal, our 
delegate, Colonel House and Lloyd George of England  were the two 
who most strenuously opposed any reference at all in tha t document 
to what we today call human r ights  or equality of peoples and nations.

As a consequence of t hat,  the Covenant of the League of Nations is 
absolutely silent in the area o f human rights.

One can only surmise, but perhaps it was the terrible events tha t 
occurred in the 25 years between Paris  and San Francisco that made 
for a very different document, which is the United  Nations Charter.

By tha t, of course. I  am refe rring  to the Nazi birth , the terrible  
World War I I ,  the brutaliti es and atrocities tha t gave rise to the 
word “genocide ' which had not l>een in our vocabulary before, and 
all the o ther events which I  am sure  you are familiar  with.

When the draf ters  came to San Francisco, one of the key things that 
they did have on the ir mind this time was a statement both in the 
preamble and as one of the very purposes of the organization itself, 
to assure fundamental freedoms and human rights for all.

The Charter is eloquent in  its commitment to that  principle. I  think  
it important to note two things he re; First, tha t it was, of course, 
Americans who played a very large role in the d raf ting of the C harter 
of the United Nations, and part icularly  in this area.
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It  was through the great work of a predecessor of both Dr. Abram 
and myself, Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt, that  a great deal of the work in 
human right s unfolded.

The Charter, itself, as I  said earlier, states as one of the principal 
purposes of the organization the guarantee ing of fundamental free
doms and human righ ts for all.

If  you read th rough  the Char ter, you will discover very easily that 
the draf ters  were convinced tha t the keeping of peace in the world 
depended very much on the accomplishment of tha t guarantee of

* human rights and fundamental freedom.
I think quite clearly tha t all of the events since 1945 have borne 

out thei r point of view, because the wars and thre at of war t hat  face 
us today are essentially problems of human rights.

* We find, I think, as someone has stated, perhaps it was Dr. Abram 
who stated somewhere, there  are very few fights nowadays over 
whether one k ing or another  succeeds by th is line or that,  which used 
to mark the wars of the last centuries, and not too many countries 
fight over boundaries anymore.

But the grea t disputes  that wrack the world are  those for  independ-» 
ence, freedom, guarantee of equality for all peoples.

We can obviously look to some of the places that are on the current 
scene to demonstrate that.  I am thinking particularly  of the war just 
finished in Nigeria -Biafra.

One can look, of course, to the Middle Eas t which is a problem in 
depth in human rights.

One can look to Czechoslovakia for yet another demonstration of 
human rights.

In the period from 1946 to about 5 years ago, most of the work in 
the United Nations in the field of human rights which unfolds in 
the Commission on which I sit, was of a scholarlv nature. Its  rep
resentatives are very distinguished juris ts and professors of law, and 
most of the work consisted of dra ftin g documents which spelled out 
what are the basic human rights .

The most im portant of these documents is the Universal  Declara
tion of Human Rights which was adopted unanimously in 1948.

We, of course, were a strong supporter of that declaration. The dec- 
laration under current  thinking  of most international lawyers is not 
binding law, but it does lay down the part icular categories of rights 
to which the world has agreed all people are entitled, whatever their 
political system or whatever form of government they may have.

'k This document, it is interesting to point out. Mr. Chairman, has been
cited in the United Nations more frequently than any other document 
with the exception of the charter itself.

It  was a guiding spirit for the draftin g of constitution after con
stitu tion  of the  new nations that were born in the last 10 to 15 years, 
and we, ourselves, of course, have invoked it very frequently in all of 
the speeches and statements we make.

The document, itself, is inte resting to look at for a moment. It  really 
breaks up into two types of rights. The first set we are very famil iar 
with, political rights, free speech, free association, free press, and so 
forth , and is something that we lean on heavily in our criticism, for 
example, of many practices in the Soviet Union and elsewhere.
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But the second category of righ ts is one that is now coining much 
more into the limelight and could be best described as economic and 
social rights.  These include the righ t to a decent education, the right to 
good housing, protection in old age, the right to decent health, and so 
forth, which I believe even in our own country have only very recently 
come to the fore and been considered, indeed, as rights.

This is important because in the last 10 years, with the admission 
into the United Nations of country after country of people who were 
formerly colonies of other countries and very poor on the whole and 
underdeveloped, it is the economic and social rights that have moved 
to the forefront.

While we, of course, continually press the political rights  as well as 
being of fundamenta l importance, one is always met with the argu
ment that it is very hard in a country where people are illitera te and 
have no food to eat, to be concerned about the niceties of a free press 
or the exercise of free speech.

We have taken it upon ourselves to try to urge that both these cate
gories of right s must move together, lest one destroy the other as has 
happened  in some places in Africa, particu larly,  and in other places of 
the world.

But  th is emphasis on the economic and social rights is a very signifi
cant one in the field of human rights.

In the same way as these other new countries have come into the 
United Nations, there has been a shi ft away from the more technical 
emphasis on dra ftin g of documents and conventions and treaties to a 
more practical approach to the problems of human rights.

In the last  5 years for sure, perhaps 10 years, the Commission has 
found itself more and more involved in what can fair ly be described 
as polit ical issues, which are grounded on human r ights.

I, myself, find nothing wrong with this, and I  am astonished when 
people express some shock at it.

What, aft er all, has happened in our own country but tha t human 
righ ts or civil rights which used to be fai rly theoretical have now, of 
course, become the focal point of all of our domestic politics.

This, in the same way, has happened in the world context. So, for 
example, our Commission th is session—it is now in curren t session— 
will be seized of a report  of a special committee which attempted to 
look into the charges  of abuses of the human r ight s of the Arabs in the 
occupied territo ries.

Obviously, tha t is a subject which is pregnant of political conse
quences, and we have to look at it both in political and human rights 
terms.

This has sometimes made the task of the United  States  difficult in 
the area of human rights, but I for one see no other development but 
this because the countries of the world are clamoring for the effective 
realization  of human rights , and they are not part icularly  interested 
in a continued development of theoretical or legalistic  dra ftin g of doc
uments that  lay out these rights.

This, of course, take* us into very serious problems of implementa
tion, and I thin k tha t Dr. Abram is going to speak somewhat on that 
so I  will leave th at subject to him.

We are as a leader in the field of human right s in the U.N. trying  
hard  to see how we can take  the mechanism of the  Un ited Nations to
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effective ly do som eth ing  w here there  a re specific abuses an d violations 
of  hu man rights . O f course, we run up  always ag ains t the fundam ental  
problem of  the  fac t th at  the  Un ite d Na tions is a body of sove reign  
nat ion s.

For exam ple,  as in the  las t General Assemb ly whe n I  tri ed  to dis 
cuss the  pl ight  of the  Jews  in the  Sov iet  Un ion , the  Sov iets objected 
voc iferous ly and  arg ued th is is a dom estic  issue  an d th is  is nobody 
else ’s business.

We have pe rsi ste ntly tak en  the view th at  th is  is no t cor rec t, th at  
subs tan tia l, serious, p ers ist en t vio lat ion s concern the en tir e wor ld.

Obvious ly, man y cou ntr ies  which  hav e vio lat ion s of human rig hts 
do no t wish to see them  discussed in the  world  for um  or  wish in any 
way  to let  in fac tfind ing  bodies or  any  othe r judic ial  mechanism to 
cha nge them .

Th is is th e c ons tan t pro blem th at  we deal wi th in the  a rea  of  human 
rights .

We  pu t fo rth a pro posal  th ro ug h the  offices of  othe r countr ies  th at  
looks as if  it  may pass at  th is  session of  th e General Assembly , to 
create  the  office o f a high  commission  fo r human  righ ts  who would, 
while  his powers obviously are lim ited so he will  be acceptable  to all, 
at  least  have the  ca ta lyst role of being able to come into an area 
where the re is a vio lat ion  of  human  righ ts  and tr y  to  deal with the  
government conc erned on a con fident ial  bas is with  the hope th at  the  
problem  can  be worked  out.

Our  Government  or ig inal ly  was  somewh at luk ew arm  about th is 
but as the  yea rs have  gone b y we ha ve become a fa ir ly  s trenuous adv o
cate  of th is office, whi ch I  am obviously pleased about, and  we are 
hon efu l th at  we wi ll be ab le to  ca rry  it  thi s year.

The office is opposed  strenuously by th e Sovie t Un ion  and  its 
gro up  of f rie nds and, con sequen tly,  will  be oppo sed  by the  Arab na tion s 
as well.

We  will have to  fight h ar d to  ge t enough votes  to ge t i t t hro ug h. Bu t, 
as I  said , I th ink it  m ay be th at it  w ill come to pass th is  y ear.

We are also looking alw ays  at othe r forms  of  ma ch ine ry th at  will 
perm it us to deal  effective ly in th e area of  human  righ ts  violations .

T would be dish onest if  I  di dn ’t say in th is  re ga rd  th at  we hav e to 
be prep ared  t o face  in the Uni ted Na tions the cri tic ism s of  othe r na 
tio ns  as to ou r own human rig ht s practices , and th is,  of  course, al 
way s sets off some dism ay in ma ny q ua rte rs,  inc luding  th e qu ar ters of 
the U .S.  Senate a t t ime s in which  various Se na tor s h ave now and  then 
expressed dism ay th at  othe r cou ntr ies  would  use the form s of  the  
Un ite d Na tions to  cha llenge o ur  own prac tice s.

Mr. G allagher. Not on ly in th e Sena te.
Mrs . H auser. I  p oint  ou t t he  S enate  bec ause  o f the pa rt ic ul ar  p rob

lem of  t he  h um an rig ht s tre at ie s, of whi ch th er e are  many now. One 
in pa rt ic ul ar  w hich is in th e lim eli gh t is t he  Geno cide  Convention .

We have  been a lea der  in the dra ft in g of  the se treaties.  We  have 
signed  v ir tu al ly  a ll of  them. We  have  ye t t o ra ti fy  any  one th a t is s ig
nif icant.

The Genocide Con ven tion  which  h as been  laying  dead fo r 20 years 
was rec en tly  re vived by the  P re side nt ’s message  to  th e Senat e of  about  
2 weeks  ago, and  I  am hope ful th at  the Senate will see fit thi s 
tim e to  give  its  advice and c onsent to ra tifi cat ion .
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But th is has always put us in a very peculiar position in the United .Nations where, as I said earlier,  we certainly  use the forum to criticize the practices of other countries vis-a-vis their own people, and we have not shown a corresponding willingness to join up in build ing of inter national law in this  area and in permitt ing other countries to criticize us freely and openly in our own practices.
I am hoping that tha t is going to see a changeover the next few years.

!, a s i c a l ,y> is what I wanted to say in my opening statement, Mr. C hairman, to give you a b ird s-eye view of from where we have come and where we are at the moment.
( 1 he text of Mrs. Hauser’s prepared statement  follows:)

Statement by Mrs. Rita E. Hauser, U.S. Representative 
to the United Nations Commission on Human Rights

When the  subj ect of human  rights  is considered in the  context of the twenty-  
fifth ann ive rsa ry of the Unite d Nations, one m ust at  the  outse t recal l the setti ng 
in which the Ch arter was dra fte d in San Francisco. The world was stil l at war. 
altho ugh the defeat of the Fas cis t force s was in sight. The war  had witnessed 
the  dept hs of human bru tal ity  and atro citi es were commonplace. The Allied 
forces libera ting  Europ e uncovered unbelievable  hor ror s in the German concen
tra tio n camps. Significantly, the  Nazi excesses were not solely a war time  phenom
enon. They commenced y ears  before  the war , and should have been a warn ing to 
the  neighliors  of Nazi Germany as to wh at was in store  for them. Yet, most of 
the Western world  looked t he other way. immobilized by the dogma of sovereign 
domest ic jur isdiction which dic tate d th at  the  way a govern ment trea ted  persons 
with in its own bou ndari es was not a matt er  of interna tional  concern.

Those who gathered in San Fran cisco in 1945 to wr ite  the Ch arter for the new 
world organiz atio n established to mainta in the peace had i n mind the terr ible suf
feri ngs  endured  by unf ort unate  millions in Europe and Asia. The evidence was 
overwhelming t ha t peace and human rights  were closely linked. Ther e w as a det er
min ation th at  the  legal rules of the past mus t advan ce to such a poin t th at  the 
indi vidual would be afforded prote ction  on a plane higher tha n nat ion al sov
ereig nty, th at  the  world community hencefo rth should have a legi tima te inte res t 
in the  situ ation of all human beings, th at  world  stabil ity  and the prospe cts for 
continued peace depended  significan tly upon the  observance of basic huma n rights 
everyw here. No lon ger should it be possible for a governm ent to viola te basic hu
man rig hts  immu ne from the atte ntio n, concern and cooperative action  of the 
world outside.

Those who fram ed the Ch art er included with in its Preamble  a reaffirmation 
of fa ith  in fun dam ental hu m a^ righ ts , in the  dignity and worth  of the  human 
person, in the equal  rights of men and women and of nations  large and small. 
Among the  Purp oses  of the United Natio ns as laid down in the Ch art er is the 
achie vement of inte rna tional  cooperat ion in promoting and encou raging  respect 
for human rig hts  and for fund amental freedom s for  all wit hou t disti nctio n as 
to race, sex, lang uage or religion. The General Assembly was assig ned a specific 
role to ass ist in the  real izat ion of huma n rights  and fun dam enta l freedoms. 
Under  Artic le 56 all members of the  Unite d Natio ns obligated themselv es to 
take joi nt and sep ara te action in cooperation with  the Organizat ion for the 
achiev ement of universal respect for the observance  of human rights  and fund a
mental freedom s. And finally the Economic and Social Council was directed to 
set up a Commission for  the promotion of human righ ts. Thus  the competence 
of the  United  Nat ions in the  field of huma n righ ts was clear ly and withou t 
equivocation esta blis hed  by the  very term s of the Cha rter . The provisions as to 
huma n rights  con stituted an innov ation over past  prac tice  in th at  wha t were 
once domestic ma tte rs were tran sforme d into  matters of intern atio nal  concern.

By vir tue  of these  novel provis ions the United Nation s began its  life twenty- 
five years ago faced with  the tas k of developing a meaningful, effective role for 
the  Orga nization in promoting human rights  in the world. It  is cer tain ly fitting 
th at  we should at  this  time, twenty-f ive yea rs late r, look back at  what has been 
accomplished  and  look ahead at  wh at we should hope for  the United Nation s 
in the  future .



Fr om  th e ou tset , th e fo cu s of  U ni ted N at io ns  hu m an  ri gh ts  ef fo rt  lay in the 
Hum an  R ig ht s Co mm iss ion  which  be gan it s la bo rs  in 1947. T her e gat her ed  
to ge th er  in  th e Co mm iss ion  a re m ar kab le  gr ou p of  peop le led  by Mrs. E le an or 
Ro osev elt  an d Nobel  Pea ce  P ri ze  W in ne r Re ne  Cas in , wh o a t once  be ga n th e 
mon um en ta l ta sk  of  de fin ing fo r th e  wor ld  co mmun ity  th e se t of  pr in ci pl es  an d 
go als to  be el ab or at ed  by th e U ni ted N at io ns  as  a ta rg e t fo r ac hi ev em en t in the 
prom ot ion of  th e hum an  ri gh ts  of all . Th e U ni ve rs al  D ec la ra ti on  of Hum an  
Rig ht s was  p ro cl aim ed  by th e U ni te d N at io ns  Gen er al  As sem bly  in 1948. I t  s ta nds 
to da y as  one of  th e m os t re m ar kab le  ac hi ev em en ts  of  th e  U nite d Nat ions . Th e 
D ec la ra tion  w as  a gu ide fo r man y new st a te s whi ch  mo deled  pr ov is io ns  of  th ei r 
co ns ti tu tions  upon  it s ar ti cl es . Th e D ec la ra tion  has  se rv ed  an d co ntinues  to  se rve 
as th e st an d ard  of  co nd uc t by which  th e ac tions of go ve rn m en ts  al l ov er  the 
wor ld  ca n be m ea su re d.

Once th e D ec la ra tion  w as  co mp let ed , th e appro pri a te  U ni te d N at io ns  or ga ns  
tu rn ed  to  th e d ra ft in g  of in te rn ati onal leg al  no rm s in th e fo rm  of  hu m an  ri ghts  
tr ea ti es . Thi s w or k pr og re ss ed  no t on ly in  th e U ni ted Nat io ns  bu t in  som e of  the 
U ni ted N at io ns  sp ec ia liz ed  ag en cies  as  we ll. Tod ay , th er e a re  m or e th an  tw en ty  
hu m an  ri gh ts  tr ea ti e s co ve ring  a w ide ra nge of  ba sic righ ts . Mos t of  th e  tr ea ti es 
are  gra du al ly  se cu ring  ac ce pt an ce  by th e  m ajo ri ty  of  m em be rs  of  th e  wor ld  
comm un ity . The se  tr e a ti e s  es ta bli sh ed  lega l ri gh ts  fo r man y peop le wh o be fo re  
wer e w ith ou t ba si c poli ti ca l or  econom ic ri gh ts . Yet , th is  is  no t to  sa y th a t 
tr ea ti es const itu te  th e who le  an sw er  to  ass u re  in te rn ati onal pr ot ec tion  of ba sic 
righ ts . Some go ve rn m en ts  which  ha ve  bec ome part ie s to  them  hav e fa il ed  to  liv e 
up  to  th e ir  te rm s.  O th er  go ve rn m en ts , few in  nu m be r,  re fu se  to  becom e part ie s to 
th em  a t all . An d in  al m os t al l ca se s th e tr ea ti e s  do  no t in clud e ef fect ive m ea su re s 
of  im plem en ta tio n whe re by  th e in di vid ual  ca n be as su re d of  pro ce dura l guara n 
tees  to  secu re  th e be ne fit s of  th e  ri gh ts  ac co rd ed  to  him  in th es e tr eati es.

Th e reco rd  of  fo rm al  ac ce pt an ce  of  hu m an  ri gh ts  tr ea ti es on th e  p a rt  of  th e 
U ni ted S ta te s co mpa re s po or ly  w ith  th a t of  m os t o th er le ad in g co un tr ie s.  Ou r 
re co rd  ha s be en  one whi ch  ne ed s im prov em en t. We sh ou ld  be w il ling  to  be  boun d 
by  th es e tr ea ti e s no t be ca us e our  ci tize ns  ne ed  th e pro te ct io ns  w hi ch  th ey  wo uld  
af fo rd , bu t be ca us e our  ho ld in g ba ck  fr om  th es e tr ea ti es has give n ri se  to  do ub ts  
a ll  ov er  th e  w or ld  as  to  our  in te ntions  to  co op er at e in te rn ati onall y  in  pr om ot in g 
th e pr in cipl es  which  we esp ouse . The  U ni te d S ta te s st ands pr e- em in en t in  th e 
wor ld  in it s co nc ern fo r th e  hu m an  ri gh ts  of  it s ow n ci tiz en s.  O ur  C on st itut io n,  
es pe cial ly  th e Bil l of  R ig ht s,  an d our  fu lly  in de pe nd en t ju d ic ia ry  ha ve  se rv ed  
co nt in uo us ly  t o dem onst ra te  to th e wor ld  our  n a ti onal co m m itm en t th a t th e ri ghts  
of  a ll  ou r ci tize ns  m ust  be fu lly ob served . Our  n a tu ra l ro le  is  one of  le ad er sh ip  
an d,  in fact , th ere  is  no  do ub t th a t th e pe op le of  th e  wor ld  loo k to  th e Uni ted 
S ta te s to  p oint  th e  w ay  in im prov ing hu m an  ri gh ts  o bs er va nc e th ro ugh th e  U ni ted 
Nat ions . Our  fa il u re  to ra ti fy  mos t of  th e  hu m an  ri gh ts  tr ea ti e s  is  no t under 
sto od  by man y co un tr ie s.  We seem un w ill in g to part ic ip a te  fu ll y  in  co op er at ive 
ac tion s fo r pr om ot in g hu m an  ri gh ts , which  ac tion s are  ca lle d fo r by  th e C har te r.

When th e wor k of  th e  U ni ted N at io ns  in th e field  of  hu m an  ri gh ts  fo r the 
fi rs t tw en ty  year s is revi ew ed , it  is re ad il y  appare n t th a t th e em ph as is  du ri ng 
th is  in it ia l pe riod  w as  on th e d ra ft in g  of  nu m er ou s in te rn a ti ona l in st ru m en ts , 
su ch  as  de cl ar at io ns , tr ea ti e s an d reco m m en da tion s.  The  pr ob lems of  hu man  
ri gh ts  were mu ch  di sc us se d in th e abst ra c t an d th e te x ts  which  were dr aw n up 
w er e desig ned to  fit in to  a th eo re ti ca l se tt in g  w ithout spe cif ic concern  fo r 
co nc re te  cases . The  ap pr oa ch  w as  th eo re ti ca l fr om  th e po in t of  vie w of  the 
id ea ls  to  be  ac hiev ed . Tn ad dit io n to  th e d ra ft in g  proc es s, th ose  bodie s of th e 
U ni te d Nat io ns  co nc en tr at in g  on hum an  ri gh ts  m att ers  de vised o th er pr oc ed ur es  
fo r carr y in g ou t th e U ni ted N at io ns  m andate  in th e hum an  ri gh ts  field.  Th e 
U ni te d S ta te s Gov ernm en t, p a rt ic u la rl y  duri ng th e  1950’s too k a pr om in en t 
p a r t in de ve loping  som e of  th es e ne w pr oc ed ur es , such  as  th e su bm ission  of 
pe riod ic  re port s by go ve rn m en ts  an d th e co nd uc t of  spec ia l st udie s of  part ic u la r 
ri gh ts  th ro ug h th e se rv ices  of  sp ec ia lly des ig na te d inde pe nd en t ex pe rts.

The  ar ch iv es  of  t he  Uni ted N at io ns  re la ti ng  to  hu m an  ri gh ts  w er e we ll sto cked  
ov er  th e years  w ith nu m er ou s st ud ie s which  ha ve  been ca rr ie d  ou t, as  no ted  
above, th ro ug h th e as si st an ce  of  ex pe rt s.  The  st ud ie s co ve red  a wide ra nge of 
spe cif ic ri gh ts , as  fo r ex am pl e dis cr im in at io n  in re lig io us  ri ghts , dis cr im in at io n 
in po li tica l ri ghts , fr ee do m fro m a rb it ra ry  a rr est , slav er y.  The y ha ve  been ba se d 
on su rv ey s m ad e by th e exper t ra pport eu rs  co ve rin g co nd iti on s w ithi n co un tr ie s 
an d in th is  w ay  en ab led som e am ount  of  a tt en ti on  in dir ec tly  to  be focu sed on 
ac tu al  co nd iti on s an d ca se s of  spe cif ic viol at io ns . Th ese st udie s ha ve  in man y 
ca se s been  th e  ba si s fo r fo llo w- up  reco m m en da tion s or  fo r d ra f t co nv en tio ns .
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The y ha ve  giv en  th e go ve rn m en ts  whi ch  hav e been dir ec tly  co nc erne d a bet te r ab il it y  fo r de vi sing  m ea su re s to  mee t th es e prob lem s.
An d fin all y sin ce  1955 th er e has  be en  a U.N. pr og ra m  of  ad vi so ry  se rv ice s in  th e field of  hu m an  ri gh ts . The  ra ti onale  fo r th is  la s t ca te gory  has  been  th a t go ve rn m en ts  can bene fit  from  le ar nin g ab ou t th e  ex pe rien ce s of oth er s th ro ug h su ch  devic es  as  se m in ar s,  fe llo wsh ips,  an d th e te ch ni ca l as si st ance su pp lie d by ex pe rt s.
The  fo rego ing de sc ript io n of  th e pr in ci pa l em ph as is  of  th e U ni ted Nat io ns  duri ng  th e fi rs t tw en ty  years  m us t al so  ta ke ac co un t of  th e fa c t th a t th e Uni ted N at io ns  did  on oc ca sio n direc tly co nc ern it se lf  w ith co nc re te  hum an  ri ghts  prob lems. F or ex am ple,  th e  U ni ted N at io ns  took  up  in it s earl y  years  th e  vi ol ation s of  hu m an  ri gh ts  pr ov is ions  of  th e  pe ac e tr ea ti es w ith cert a in  E ast ern  E uro pe an  co un tr ie s.  The  Uni ted Nat io ns  co nc erne d it se lf  w ith  fo rc ed  la bor in th e So viet Union . H um an  righ ts  vio la tion s whi ch  oc cu rred  in  H ungary  in 1956 rece ived  th e clo se at te n ti on  an d co nd em na tio n of th e U ni te d N at io ns bodie s. The  Uni ted  N at io ns also  from  it s  ea rl y  da ys  has  bee n co nc erne d w ith  co nd it io ns  in So uth A fr ic a.  At  fi rs t th e  qu es tion  of  th e pligh t of  In d ia ns in So ut h A fr ic a was  co ns id ered , an d sin ce  1952 th e U ni ted Nat io ns  has been an nual ly  sei zed of th e  prob lem of ap ar th ei d.  T he  re co rd s of  the U ni ted Nat io ns  a re  re pl et e w ith re so lu tion s co nd em ning  th e fa il u re  to  as su re  th e ri gh ts  of  ai l peop les  in So ut h Afr ic a.
In  as se ss in g th e U ni te d N at ions  ex pe rien ce  in  th e field  of  hu m an  ri ghts , the fir st tw en ty-f ive years  sh ou ld  prob ab ly  he se para te d  a t th e tw en ty -y ea r line . As ha s be en  show n in th e fo rego ing su m m ar y,  th e  em ph as is  in th e fi rs t tw en ty  years  ha s been mor e on  th e abst ra ct , up on  a co ns id er at io n of  pr in cipl es  an d upon  the d ra ft in g  of  tr ea ti es an d ge ne ra lize d re co m m en da tion s an d re so lu tio ns . A d is ti nct sh if t oc cu rred  w ith the adven t of  a muc h en la rg ed  U ni ted Nat io ns  in th e mid -1960’s a ft e r th e ad mission  of nu m er ou s ne w A fr ic an  st a te s.  P a rt ic u la rl y  dati ng  fro m 1967 whe n the H um an  R ig hts  Co mm iss ion  w as  en la rg ed  to it s p re se nt siz e of  32 (t he  or ig in al  size  w as  15)  th e fo cu s fo r hu m an  ri ghts  ac ti v it ie s ha s sh if te d in th e di re ct io n of  spe cif ic hu m an  ri gh ts  vi ol at io ns  th ro ughout th e  wor ld . Nee dless to sa y,  th e  im pe tu s fo r th is  sh if t has  come la rg el y fro m th e new mem be rs  who ha ve  in si st ed  th a t th e hu m an  ri gh ts  pr ovi sion s of  th e  C h art e r m us t be giv en  more p ra cti cal scope, a t le as t as  they  pert a in  to  co nd it io ns  in so ut he rn  Afri ca . Th e de ba te s of th e H um an  R ig ht s Commiss ion of  to da y bea r li tt le  rese mblan ce  to  th ose  fif tee n yea rs  ago . Now th e Co mm iss ion  de vo tes a m aj or p a rt  of  it s a tt en ti on  to  di sc us sion  of  part ic u la r si tu ati ons invo lv ing hu m an  ri ghts  v io la tio ns . To  m ee t th e  n ew  e m ph as is  th e Commission  has at te m pte d to use modif ied  or ne w de vic es . F or ex am ple,  in  de al in g w ith  So ut h A fr ic an  qu es tio ns  th e Co mm iss ion  ha s ad op ted th e te ch ni qu e of a spec ia l ra ppo rt eu r to  dr aw  up  de ta il ed  re port s dra w n from  a wide vari e ty  of  so ur ce s as  to  co nd it io ns  in th a t ar ea . In  ad dit io n , th e Co mm iss ion  has  est ab li sh ed  sp ec ia l in ves tigat ory  bodie s of  ex pert s whi ch  ha ve  been  give n th e m an d a te  to  tr avel to  th e actu a l sce ne  of  all eg ed  vi ol at io ns , to hea r w itn es se s an d to ga th e r in fo rm at io n on th e spot  to th e ex te n t th a t th ey  can ga in  ac ce ss  to  the are as under sc ru tiny.  T hi s devic e has  been us ed  no t on ly in so uth er n A fr ic a,  bu t al so  la s t year w ith  re gar d  to all eged  hu m an  ri gh ts  vi ol at io ns  in th e Is ra eli  oc cu pied  te rr it o ri e s of  th e Mi ddle E as t.  In  ad di tion, th e Gen er al  As sembly  ha s es ta bl is he d cert a in  sp ec ia l co mmittee s to  de al on  a co nt in ui ng  ba si s w ith  p a rti cu la r pr ob lems re la ti ng  to  so ut he rn  A fr ic a or w ith  prob lems of  co loni al co un tr ie s  an d peop les .
The  U ni te d N at io ns is  mo vin g in a ne w di re ct io n in th e field of  hu m an  righ ts . The  mov em en t has bee n led  by th e new m ajo ri ty  of  no n- W es te rn  st a te s who  ha ve  ex pr es se d th e ir  ex trem e im pa tie nc e w it h  th e fo rm er  em ph as is  upon  co ns id er at io n of  hu m an  ri gh ts  in th e ab st ra ct , on  th e  ba si s of  st ud ie s,  an d in th e  d ra ft in g  of in st ru m ents . Thi s has  not  been a  de ve lopm en t which  has met  w ith  en th usi ast ic  appro val  from  th e W es te rn  go ve rnmen ts , in cl ud in g th e  U ni ted S ta te s.  N ev er thel es s,  th is  is  a ch al leng e wh ich  fa ce s th e en ti re  mem be rshi p an d a ch al leng e to  w hi ch  th e Uni ted S ta te s m us t be pre par ed  to  co ntr ib ute  it s ow n id ea s in fin din g th e  best, way  to tr avel in a new di re ct io n.  The re  m us t be pers is te n t ef fo rts de vo ted to  se cu ring  a com mon gr ou nd  be tw ee n th e  mor e co nse rv ative vi ew s of  th e  W es te rn  co unt ri es  an d th e mor e ra dic al  view s of  th e ne w er  mem be rs  of  th e U ni te d Nat ions . I t  mus t be rec og nize d an d ac ce pt ed  on th e  p a rt  of  al l Uni ted N at io ns mem be rs  th a t th e hu m an  ri gh ts  pr ov is io ns  of  th e C h a rt e r do pr op er ly  le ad  to  th e invo lvem en t of th e  U ni ted N at io ns  w ith  co nc re te  viol at io ns . Ther e m us t be  de ve lop ed  b e tt e r pr oc ed ur es  fo r dea ling w ith th es e
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ca se s so as to  dim in ish th e poli ti ca l co ns id er at io ns  whi ch  of te n op er at e to 
f ru s tr a te  mea ni ng fu l m ea su re s to  be ta ken  th ro ug h th e U ni ted Nat ions . One  
pr op os al  which  ha s rece ived  en th usi ast ic  an d pers is te nt su pport  of  th e Uni ted  
S ta te s Gov ernm en t ha s been th e idea  fo r the cr ea tion  of a Uni ted N at ions  Hi gh  
Com mission er  fo r H um an  R ig hts . Ac co rd ing to  th e  d ra f t re so lu tio n,  th e Hi gh  
Co mmiss ione r wo uld  be a ne w top -le ve l po st  in  th e S ecre ta ri a t of  th e Uni ted  
Nat io ns . H is  fu nc tion s wou ld be  es se nt ia lly  ad vi so ry  an d hi s op er at io ns  w ith  
re sp ec t to  indi vi du al  go ve rn m en ts  wo uld  on ly be w ith th e co ns en t of thos e 
go ve rnmen ts.  He wo uld  ha ve  as  a ba sic fu nc tion  th e fo cu sing  of  a tt en ti on  upon  
se riou s hu m an  ri ghts  p ro b le m s; he  wo uld  be a ce nte r fo r br in gi ng  he lp fu l in 
flu ences to  be ar  th ro ugh th e U ni te d N at io ns  fo r th e ir  so lu tio n.  I t  is  hoped th a t

. hi s office could  be buil t to  a leve l of  re sp ec t an d pr es tige which  wo uld en ab le
hu m an  ri gh ts  m att ers  to  be tr ea te d  in  th e U ni ted N at io ns  on an  ob ject ive 
ba sis, fr ee  fro m pro pa ga nd a an d po li tica l inf lue nce. Thi s High Co mmiss ione r 
idea  has bee n thor ou gh ly  co ns id er ed  by th e H um an  R ig hts  Co mm iss ion  an d 
has  been en do rsed  by th a t bod y. I t  w as  re ce nt ly  co ns id er ed  by th e G en eral  As-

• sembly  a t it s la st  sess ion an d th e  As sem bly  ag re ed  to  giv e i t  th e  high es t p ri ori ty
a t th e  25th an niv er sa ry  ses sio n. I t  wo uld be  a fi tt in g t ok en  fo r ce lebr at io n fo r the 
25 th an ni ver sa ry  if  th e  ov er whe lm ing m aj ori ty  of  th e  Uni ted Nat ions  mem be rs  
could  find  a com mon gr ou nd  fo r ag re ei ng  upon  th e  cr ea tion  of  th is  new , im ag i
na tive an d po te nt ia lly high ly  c re at iv e post.

The re  is  no deny ing th a t fo r peop le th ro ughout th e  wor ld , th e  Uni ted N at io ns  
st ands as  a hope fo r im pr ov in g th e hu m an  ri gh ts  of  peop le ev eryw he re . In 
es ca pa bl e evide nc e of  th e  p os iti on  occupie d by th e U ni ted N at io ns  in  th is  re gar d 
is  t he  t ho us an ds  o f pet it io ns  which  an nual ly  a re  ad dre ss ed  to th e Uni ted N at io ns  
from  pri va te  pe rson s an d gr ou ps . The se  pet it io ns re port  specif ic in ta nc es  of 
hu m an  ri ghts  viol at io ns  an d ap pe al  fo r he lp  fr om  th e Uni ted Nat io ns  to br in g 
abou t im prov em en ts.  C er ta in ly  a  g re a t man y of  th es e pet it io ns  a re  fr ivolou s or  
pr es en t re la tive ly  m in or  prob lems. But  a g re a t m an y o th ers  a tt e s t to  th e ex is t
en ce  of  ve ry  se riou s prob lems in  th e wo rld , whi ch  fo r on e re as on  or  an oth er  
go ve rn m en ts  de cli ne  or re fu se  to  br in g be fo re  th e  U ni ted N at ions . Th ese  pet i
tion s are  an  un ta pp ed  so ur ce  of  in fo rm at io n.  T her e is muc h more th a t shou ld  
an d ca n be don e in  de al in g w ith  them  in th e U ni ted N at io ns th an  is now th e 
cas e. U nd er  ex is ting  ru le s th e  U ni ted N at io ns  simply no te s th es e pe tit io ns  in 
su m m ar y fash ion.  By  ex pr es s de cis ion ta ken  by th e  Ec on om ic an d So cia l 
Co uncil  in 11)59, th e U ni ted N at io ns  ha s de nied  fo r it se lf  th e  ro le  of  ta kin g an y 
ac tion  w ith  re sp ec t to them . T hi s to ta ll y  ne ga tive  a tt it u d e  ne ed s chan ging . In  
th is  a re a too  th e U ni ted S ta te s has  been  ac tive  in  th e  se ar ch  fo r som e bett er 
proc ed ur e.  Our  se ar ch  has  tend ed  to  fo cu s upon  th e est ab li sh m en t of  a mea ns  
fo r sc re en ing th es e pet it io ns so th a t thos e which  re ve al  p a tt e rn s  of gros s viol a
tion s of  hu m an  ri ghts  in  th e w or ld  wo uld a t le as t com e to  th e fo rm al  a tt en ti on  
o f  th e  H um an  R ig ht s Co mm iss ion . The  pe ti tion s wou ld  as  well  be mad e av ail 
ab le  to  th e High Co mmiss ione r in th e co nd uc t of hi s fu nct io ns as  ou tl in ed  abo ve.

. CO NC LU SIO NSI
Tw en ty-fi ve  ye ar s of  Uni ted N at io ns  act iv it ie s ha ve  pr od uc ed  m an y wor ds  

em bo died  in stud ies, re so lu tio ns , dec la ra tions and tr ea ti e s  re la ti ng  to  hu m an  
ri ghts . The  qu es tio n ca n be pu t w het her  al l of  th is  ef fo rt  has been to mu ch av ai l. 
W hi le  one fr eq ue nt ly  hea rs  al le ga tion s th a t th e hi gh  pu rp os es  of th e fr am ers

V of  th e  C hart er in th e field  of hu m an  ri ghts  ha ve  fa ll en  fa r  sh ort  of  fu lfi llm en t,
one m us t ju dg e th e pr og re ss  mad e in th e field  fa ir ly  an d in  fu ll  re al iz at io n  of 
th e  u tt e r  nove lty  of  th e en de av or s wh ich  th e U ni ted N at io ns  unde rtoo k tw en ty - 
five  years  ago. A sign ifi ca nt  be ginn in g has  bee n mad e in bre ak in g new gr ou nd , 
in fir ml y es ta bl ishi ng  th e comp ete nce of  th e U ni ted N at io ns in th is  field. Th e 
w or ld  is  to da y ve ry  much fa rt h e r ad va nc ed  in it s ac ce pt an ce  of th e ba si c 
pr em is e th a t th e ri ghts  of hu m an  be ings  ar e  ri gh ts  which  co nc ern th e in te rn a 
tional  co mmun ity  of  na tio ns . The  Uni ted N at io ns  has  er ec te d a fr am ew ork  of  
go als an d laws wh ich  un de ni ab ly  ha ve  had  th e ir  eff ec t up on  th e  co nd uc t of  gov 
er nm en ts . Ev en  in thos e ar eas of  th e wor ld  w he re  re sp ec t fo r hu m an  ri gh ts  is 
ac kn ow ledg ed  th e le as t an d whe re  th e comp ete nce of  th e U ni te d N at io ns  is mo st 
re gu la rl y  qu es tio ne d,  in te rn ati onal co nc ern symbo liz ed  by  UN  in vo lv em en t in 
m att e rs  af fe ct in g thos e co un tr ie s has ha d a re al  inf lue nce. T he ev iden ce  is cl ea r 
th a t co nd it io ns  are  bett er th an  th ey  mig ht  ha ve  been  w ithout a Uni ted Nat ions . 
We  kn ow  th a t go ve rn m en ts  ar e  re st ra in ed  in th e ir  ac tion s by  th e  need  to  ju s ti fy  
th e ir  con du ct  b efor e th e b a r o f w or ld  opin ion a t th e U ni te d N at io ns .
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Th e fi rs t tw enty- fiv e years  ha ve  em ph at ic al ly  no t bee n a dem on st ra tion  of 
inef fect iven ess. Th ey  ha ve  been  a de m ons trat io n of tr ia l an d er ro r,  of  ef fo rts  to 
find th e be st  way  to in flu ence  ev en ts  th ro ug h Uni ted N at io ns  ac tion s.  Th e idea ls  
ha ve  no t ye t been fu lly  ach ie ved ; muc h re m ains  to be done . The  Uni ted  S ta te s 
m us t he in  th e fo re fron t of  th e const an t sear ch  fo r bet te r,  mor e eff ec tiv e mea ns  
of  invo lvem en t, fo r th e  be st  w ay s to  en ab le th e U ni ted N at io ns to  prom ote 
hu m an  ri gh ts , as  th e C h art e r re qu ir es it  to do, wh ereb y th e le gi tim at e in te re st s 
of  th e mem be r go ve rn m en ts  a re  ta ken  in to  ac co un t as  we ll as  th e le git im at e 
ri ghts  of  ev ery hu man  be ing . We  ca n in th e Uni ted S ta te s do a gre at de al  by 
th e ex am pl e we  se t a t home . We  ca n do a g re at  de al,  too,  by  giving  al l re as on 
ab le,  ho ne st  su pport  in th e  U ni te d N at io ns  to  mak in g th e hu m an  ri ghts  pr ov i
sion s of  th e C hart er wor k in a w ay  which  wi ll find a tr u e  comm on gr ou nd  be 
tw ee n our own view s an d th os e hel d by th e oth er  mem be rs  de vo ted to  th e same 
ca us e a s ou rselv es .

Mr. Gallagher. I)r. Abram.

STATEMENT 0E DR. MORRIS B. ABRAM, FORMER U.S. REPRESENTA
TIV E TO THE U.N. HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION

Mr. Abram. I recently resigned as president  of Brandeis Univer
sity, Mr. Chairman, to correct the record.

Mr. Gallagher. Thank you.
Mr. Abram. I  certainly want to agree with. 1 think, every thing Mrs. 

Hauser has said, and particularly the important component which 
human righ ts plays in the quest ions of ultimate peace or war.

To the list of hot wars or cold wars or threatened wars which she 
referred  to I would, of course, be able, and you, to add more, but I 
could add the instance of Ind ia and Pakistan which is a religious 
division in some respects; the recent problems in Cyprus , which re
sulted from ethnic and perhaps religious differences or suspicions; the 
threatening cloud over South Africa and Rhodesia; and there, of 
course, other instances in which human rights play a major role in 
some of the disputes that are productive or potentially productive of 
armed conflict.

This only underlines what President  Kennedy said a few months 
before his death rather perceptib ly: “Is not peace in the final analysis 
a matter of human righ ts ? ”

I am fully convinced tha t the production  of human rights princi 
ples and, indeed, of interna tional law, has been a mighty achievement 
of the  United Nations, focused to a large extent initial ly in the  Sub
commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minori
ties and then working through its parent body, the Human Rights  
Commission, the Social and Economic Council and then to the U.N. 
General Assembly.

But as great  as the U.N. has been on production in th is field, to use 
an American term, it has  been very poor on distribution.

The international law process and the obligation we owe to the 
United Nations for its production I think is t ruly  quite great.

I would add a word to what Ambassador Hauser said a moment 
ago about civil and political righ ts stated in the universal declaration 
as compared to the economic and social rights, for I  think it  is here that 
you begin to see some of the potentia ls for conflict on questions of 
human righ ts in the United Nations.

I know when I first went to the U.N. Human Rights Organization, 
I was very proud of what my country had achieved in the area of civil 
and political rights.
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I think the right  of free speech, press and assembly, and the asso
ciated Rill of Rights in America are as well guaranteed here as any
where else in the world.

When I would refer with pride to this record, though still uncom
pleted, I recall the feeling of many around the table that as good as 
our record was in that  area we had a terrible record in the protection 
of  economic and social rights in th is country, pa rticularly as you meas
ure potential in a great and rich country against the record of the 
distribut ion of rights.

I was at first, I suppose, as any American lawyer might be, somewhat 
astonished that  so much of the world could regard the r ight  to a decent 
house, the righ t to decent medical care, the  right  to decent education 
as a right .

• My instantaneous reaction was yes, these are worthwhile goals but
in what sense rights ?

We have been accustomed in this country to think of rights  as some
thing  protected in the Constitution. But I think this argument really 
fails when we consider tha t Eleano r Roosevelt cast a vote for the 
universal declaration of human rights and this part icular document 
is becoming more and more a basis of the recognition of legal rights 
as well as opportunities  and moral obligations of states.

I suspect the U.N. human righ ts organs and perhaps the General 
Assembly as a whole have served an extremely important educating 
function in this country  and are causing a great many of us to see and 
understand tha t at least for a large pa rt of the world, and certainly 
for an increasing number of Americans, the right s to these economic 
and social goals are indeed right s and must be protected if we are to 
have a viable society that hangs together.

I agree with Ambassador Hauser tha t the problem is one of im
plementation, and I  want to speak to tha t in a minute.

But there is another associated problem, and t ha t is the problem of 
getting the United Nations itself to deal with problems of human 
rights in an evenhanded way. It  simply does not and has not.

I think the politicalization of the United  Nations’ human rights 
organs has been most unfor tunate because if you look at the record in 
the last few years, especially since many of the smaller states have 
come into nationhood, and as there has been a proliferation of states 
each with one vote in the General Assembly, it is a fact that sometimes 
essentially moral questions are decided by majority votes in which 
each state  has one, and sometimes with  results tha t simply cannot be 

I  defended in terms of right and wrong.
All of this arises, the failure to deal evenhandedly with human 

righ ts in the U.N., I think, out of the politics of nations.
So far  as I can tell, you are able almost automatica lly to get a 

majority of the United Nations for a point  of view with respect to 
apartheid  and associated South African questions, and also you are 
able to obtain an almost litmus paper instantaneous majority against 
Israel.

Let me give you an illust ration  tha t happened when I  was serving 
in the Human  Rights  Commission. A delegate from a non-aligned 
state came to see me one day and said, “Mr. Abram, we would like to 
condemn the Soviet Union for its mistreatment of intellectuals , but we 
are not going to do that. We don’t dare. We would like to condemn
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you, the United  States, for its conduct of the war in Vietnam. But, 
again, we don’t dare .”

So I  said, “W ha t ar e you  go ing  to do ?”
He  said, “W e are  go ing  to condem n Isr ae l fo r its tre atmen t of 

Arab refugees .”
Th is delega te perso nally , an d I sus pec t maybe his  g overn me nt,  fe lt 

more strongly  on th e fir st two  quest ion s th an  on the la tte r, bu t they 
exercised the  moral ity  ag ains t a pow’er  which was rel ati ve ly weak in 
terms  of th e U ni ted N ati on s’ votes.

But  we are  no t gu ilt les s eit he r, Mr . Ch air ma n. I can recall in 1968 
when, because of  ce rta in  act ion s tak en  in the  subcommission,  the 
Hu man  R ight s Com mission  had  befo re it  a question dea ling w ith  some 
fu rthe r studie s on the rep res sion of  the Greek ju nt a and cer tain  
rep res sive ac tions in H ai ti.

I  can  recall th at  the Un ite d State s di dn ’t sta nd  up  too well, eith er. 
We w ere p res sur ed tr em end ously  by Greece, because Greece  contended, 
and , of  course, th is  con ten tion was tru e,  th at  it was par t of  NA TO, 
and the Un ite d State s ha d no business using  polemics  or taking  any 
act ion  ag ains t a NA TO  ally, even thou gh  I  th ink we fe lt very keenly 
th at  the argu men ts again st the Greek ju nt a were pe rfe ctl y val id,  and  
as aga inst  Ha iti  equal ly so.

I wou ld like  to first of all suggest th at  the  Un ite d State s can  t ake  
the lead in hu man  rig hts. The Un ite d State s is very powerfu l.

Moreover, the Uni ted State s has  very  lit tle to fe ar  in  t erm s of tu rn 
ing  t he  coin on th e oth er side and  op en ing  up  its  own dom estic pr ac 
tices  to t he  outside  world.

Ou r p rac tices are  known to the  ou tside  wTorld. We are  an open show
case. Th ere  i s n othing  we ca n conceal. Th e pres s fe rrets ou t a lmost ev
ery  asp ect  of our society , all of the  war ts  and blemishes . We are  one 
sta te po we rfu l enough  and open eno ugh, it seems to me, th at  would 
pe rm it ou r se lf-i nte res t, if  se lf- in terest is the  tes t, to act in an even- 
handed, fa ir , and objective w’ay on the question of human rig hts.

Al read y in ou r country  we h ave  g ive n, and the  Supre me  C ourt rec
ognizes  th is  fact , preferenc e to the  Bi ll of  Righ ts,  a high  constitu
tional  preference . I t  has a pref er re d posit ion .

I would like  to sugg est to you th at  the time  has  come and  th at  we 
could  der ive  much benefit an d gr ea t sta nd ing,  and  grea t moral lead 
ers hip  in the  Uni ted Na tions on all questio ns,  if  we w ould sim ply  an
nounce to the  world  th at  our fo re ign pol icy , so fa r as huma n rig hts 
are concern ed, is go ing  to  be pu rsu ed  eve n-h and edly, ca llin g the  shots 
ag ain st fr iend  and foe alike, and wi lling  to have  those  shots called 
again st us wi thou t any loss o f f rie nd sh ip  or  w ithout  any  re crimination 
by sta tes  so doing.

I t cou ld be con tended  th at  th is  wou ld hu rt  us wi th certa in of  our  
allie s upon who m o ur  na tio na l s ecur ity  an d v ita l s tate intere sts  depe nd.

Bu t may  I  s uggest t hat  i f we an nounce  th is as a firm pol icy,  the fac t 
th at  we condem ned  a ju nt a in Greece fo r its  ty rann ical  and abusive 
practic es,  th is was ju st  an eccentr ici ty of  the  Un ite d States  because 
of  the p re fe rred  posi tion to w hich we give hum an rig hts.

We wou ld no t lose those who dep end  upo n us and upo n whom we 
dep end  fo r some supp or t, if  th is  were  an announced policy and was 
pursu ed uni form ly ag ain st every body.
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I th ink the  time has  come fo r us to  do that . I f  we did,  I  wou ld sug 
ges t to you th at  we wou ld have more cre dib ilit y and more sta nd ing 
in the  Un ite d Nations th an  fro m any  oth er sing le act th at  we might  
take.

Mr. R osenthal. Besides  Greece, wh at  specifics wou ld you  suggest ?
Mr. Abram. H ai ti  is an othe r excellent one. I  could th in k of  a great 

man y. We might even have no difficulty at  all in sayin g wh at  at  l east  
the  Presi dent has  said  wi th  resp ect  to wh at has gone  on in Vie tnam,  
Mr. Rosen tha l.

Mr. Gallagher. H ow abo ut Cuba ?
Mr. Abram. Well, I th in k we w ould have no reluc tan ce t o condemn 

what is going on in Cuba.
Mr.  F relinghuysen. H ow wou ld you feel about con demn ing  the  

tre atmen t of  the  Arabs  in the occupie d te rr itor y ?
Mr. Abram. I f  th at  be our opinion , we shou ld sta te ou r view.
Mr.  F relinghuysen. Wh at  would  it  prove  ?
Mr. Gallagher. P erha ps  we s hould  let  Docto r Ab ram  cont inue .
Mr. Abram. As to the  othe r quest ion  I mentio ned , which  is sti ll a 

very  large ques tion,  i t is how do we proc eed  t o imple me nt the  h uman 
rig ht s th ru st  thr ou gh  its  org ans in  th e U ni ted  Na tion s.

F irst  of all,  I  th ink we should  ra ti fy  the  tre ati es , or  at  least  those 
of them th at  are  ap prop riate fo r rat ificat ion . I ce rta in ly  would pu t 
amo ng those the  tre aty on geno cide  which is a key, a cap stone and a 
corner , it  seems to me, of h um an rig ht s po licy.

An oth er tre aty which I  th ink ce rta in ly  deserves ra tif ica tio n very, 
very quickly  is the dis crimination trea ty  dealing  wi th race, the  tr ea ty  
outlawing  all forms of rac ial  di scr imina tion.

I would hope  th at  eve ntu ally the trea ty  on rel igious into lerance  
would be in a form  th at  we can ra ti fy . I  t hink  the  t re at y with respec t 
to forc ed labor is l ong  o verdue  fo r rat ificat ion , and the trea ty  on the  
political  r ight s for  women, as, indeed, some others .

To the  content ion  that h um an righ ts  do no t c on sti tut e a prop er  area 
fo r the exerc ise of the tre atym ak ing pow er of the  Uni ted Sta tes , I 
th ink t he argum ent  comes a l itt le  la te , because, a ft er  al l, t he  Sen ate  d id 
advise and consent to the U.N.  C ha rter  which cle arly foresh ado ws the 
promot ion of int ern ational human  r ight s and  it was well know n when 
the ch ar ter was rat ifie d th at  tre at ie s and  cov enants  are one of the  
pri nc ipa l means fo r the  i mp lem entat ion  of these rig hts.

The  nex t th in g I  wou ld sug gest is sim ply  an agree me nt,  and an 
un de rli ning  of what Am bas sad or Hau se r has  said wi th respect to the  
Hig h Commissioner.

I  was in the  H uman Ri gh ts Com miss ion when  the  issue of the  H igh 
Com missioner was first rais ed,  I  he ard the  Sov iet arg um ents,  and I  
have even heard  some of the  deb ates t hat  w ent on wi thin our admi nis 
trat ion a t the  time , with in the  Govern ment o f th e U ni ted State s, w ith in 
the  St ate De partm ent, as to  the  pro s and cons of the  Hig h 
Com miss ioner.

Bu t I  th in k th is is a minim al first  step . Fo r who would the  Hi gh  
Com mission er be ? W ha t would he re pre sen t ? H e w ould  be the eyes an d 
the  ears and int ern ational conscience insti tut ion al ize d as fa r as th at  
can be.

41-0 72—7 0------ 14
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I would suggest tha t some of the troubled hearts and consciences 
tha t arose over the struggle in Bia fra  would have in some respects 
been satisfied had there been a Commissioner who stood above the 
nations, who represented an interna tional authority, who had the 
power to investigate and the power to state his views.

I would also suggest that  what went on in Indonesia in an earlier 
part of the 1960’s, when at least we are told 400,000 people were slain, 
tha t that could not have been a stain upon mankind without any voice 
being raised at an international level.

Inso far as I  know, no voice was raised in the United Nations with 
the exception of a very fain t reference made by the United  States on 
a minor occasion with respect to what  might be going on in Indonesia.

The idea th at 400,000 people could have been slain in th at civil war, 
or whatever it was withou t international voice being raised in the .
United Nations, I th ink was a shame.

I do not doubt th at the High Commissioner will be relatively pow
erless in terms of ability to move with force, and perhaps  completely 
powerless.

But I would suggest to you t ha t there is a force now small in the 
world but constantly growing called the force of public opinion.

I would like to give you a few illus trations of the power of this  force.
For a long time, the Soviet Union, as did o ther states, had a United 

Nations office within its national terr itory . These offices were manned 
by foreign persons, th at is, foreign to the state in which the office was 
located. Because of a practice of Soviet citizens sending petitions to 
the U.N. through this office then manned by foreigners, the Soviet 
Union got, insofar as I can recall, and obtained permission to man 
this office solely with Soviet citizens, which gives you some idea how a 
very powerful state fears even the trickle of petitions from within its 
national bounds.

In 1966, when I was on the Human Rights Commission, I 
saw a state, Burundi, the Kingdom of Burundi, change its opinion in 
about 10 minutes. The International Labor Organization had filed a 
charge with  respect to the righ ts of certa in workers and what was hap
pening to them in the Kingdom of Burundi, and the Kingdom of 
Burundi had taken a very contemptuous and obstinate attitude until 
on the agenda of the Human Rights Commission a t the instance of 
the ILO there appeared this item for consideration, consideration on 
the question of whether or not it would be fur ther  considered.

As the television cameras focused in upon the hearing, and as the 
press began to scribble, and as the lights were turned on, the repre- 
sentative of the Kingdom of Burundi submitted to the jurisdic tion of 
the Inte rnat iona l Labor Organizat ion.

I also recall the time when the Soviet Union, through a Ukrainian  
Academy of Sciences, published a book, an infamous book entitled 
“Juda ism Without Embellishment,” a hysterical anti-Jewish state
ment, rath er reminiscent of the cartoons and texts during the Nazi 
days.

We were able to raise the issue in the Human Rights Commission and 
shortly thereaf ter the book was withdrawn from circulation, and a 
capital arrest was given to its author.
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Finally , in 1968, Ambassador Goldberg, as he then was, came into 
the Human Rights Commission and took the place of the U.S. Repre
sentative and spoke of the repression by the Soviet Union of intellec
tuals in tha t country.

The ma tter was aired in the press, fully aired. The New ! ork Times 
must have circulated it to  a million and a half people, with maybe six 
million readers, and the wire services carried the Ambassador's text 
extensively, and also the rep ly of the  Soviet Representative. But, upon 
the termination of the hearings  that year, when the record was being 
bound up and the report being made, the Soviet Union made a super
human and successful effort to get Ambassador Goldberg s remarks 
expunged from the record, or the reference to them in the summary 
reports.

* To expend th is kind of effort to prevent something like that going
into a United Nations document that would be c irculated throughout 
the world, to the world capital s, illustrates  that the Soviet Union puts 
a very high price on world public opinion.

So even if the U.N. organs and human righ ts have not been ter ribly  
good on distr ibution, or terribly good in implementation, I would say 
they have been eminently worthwhile in building a body of interna
tional law, and also developing some sensitivities with respect to the 
consciences of individuals and ultimately the consciences o f states.

Finally , Mr. Chairman, I would be the last to doubt that the United 
Nations has some tremendous problems where vi tal state interests are 
concerned and where the issue is survival itself.

But the human righ ts field is a field with issues that  have a great 
deal to do ul timately with war and peace, but which also appeal to 
conscience and very seldom at a given time appeal or have to do with 
the vi tal state interests immediately.

This is an area in which the United Nations has a contribution and 
can make a greater contribution. Because withou t confronting com
pletely the grea t power conflicts, the human rights organs have the 
ability, if they were strengthened somew’hat, to be extremely useful.

I used to believe tha t S O S  was “Save Our Ship.” I th ink the signals 
have been changed by the course of recent events. I think it really 
amounts to “Save Our Species.”

I would suggest tha t sovereignty is going to have to be diminished in 
the conventional sense in which we have understood it if we are to 
save our species.

In the human rights field, I have frequently said, and I believe, that  
there is no sovereign r igh t for a power to wrong its ow’n citizens, and

> T do not believe there is any sovereign pow’er either  of a state to pollute
the atmosphere which wTe share with all the world.

In these two areas, the  Uni ted Nations, without  involving the great 
power conflicts in the Security  Council, can perhaps  make a gaining 
toward the gre at definition of the kind of sovereign power with which 
the world can live. Perhaps it will have to go on from those humble 
beginnings, but we have to begin somewhere.

May I suggest in closing that  in the IL O, the World Heal th O rgan i
zation, the specialized agencies and, indeed, in the human rights appa
ratus, we are beginning to erode away some of  these far out concep-
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ductive of holocaust.

Thank you.
(The statement as submitted follows:)

Sta teme nt  of Dr. Morris  B. Abram

Mr . C hai rm an : Fr om  ev er y co rn er  of  th is  sh ri n k in g  p la n et d is tr ess  si gn al s 
a re  go ing  up,  th e un co nt ro lled  po pu la ti on ex plo si on; a m as si ve  po llut io n of  th e 
en v ir o n m en t; th e wid en in g an d dan ger ous  ga p in  pr od uc tion  an d liv in g st an d ard s 
be tw ee n de velop ed  an d de ve lopi ng  c o u n tr ie s ; bu rg eo ni ng  ra cia l,  et hnic  an d re 
lig io us  te ns io ns  te ar in g  a t th e fa b ri c  of  civ il so c ie ty ; an d,  of  co ur se , th e  u n 
ch ec ke d es ca la tion  of  bo th  n a ti o n al co nf lic ts an d ov er ki ll w ea po nr y.  T he  sign al s 
a re  u nm is ta ka ble  in th e ir  c la r it y ; SO S— “ Sa ve  O ur  Sp ec ies ”.

I t is pr ec is el y be ca us e our  species  is  in m ort al  dan ge r th a t we  m ust  loo k fo r 
so lu tion s to  th e in te rn ati o n al co m m un ity . For  no ne  of  th es e dea th -l ad en  pr ob 
lem s are  fu ll y or  even  ad eq uat el y  re sp on sive  to  m ea su re s ta ken  w ithin  a re 
st ri ct ed  n ati onal  fr am ew or k.  T h a t is  w hy  th e ef fe cti ve  fu nct io nin g of  th a t sol e 
in st ru m en t re pre se nti ng th e  in te rn ati o n al co m m un ity — th e U ni te d N at io ns —is 
so es se nt ia l.

I t goe s w ithout sa yi ng  th a t th is  re la ti v ely  de li ca te  in st ru m en t m us t no t be 
bu rd en ed  w ith  pr ob lems whi ch  a re  be yo nd  th e  scop e of it s li m it ed  ca pa ci tie s.  
W hi le  m ult i- la te ra li sm  is gen er al ly  a mor e eff icac iou s m ea ns  to w ard  pe ac ek ee p
ing . no ne th el es s,  in a re as of  po w er  co nf lic ts  invo lv in g th e v it a l in te re st s of  th e 
st a te , th e UN or  it s m aj or po w er s ca n on ly  pr ov id e,  a t be st , th e  mos t ge ne ra l 
gu id el in es  or  a se tt in g  fo r p ri v ate  and  d ir ec t di sc us sion s be tw ee n th e  co nt es tin g 
par ti es.  To  re quir e it  to  do mor e, es pe ci al ly  w her e th e  is su e go es  to  th e  h e a rt  of 
se cu ri ty  an d st a te  ser vic e, is m er el y an  ex er ci se  in  fu ti li ty . Ev en  mor e da m ag in g 
w ou ld  be  th e  re in fo rc em en t of  th e te rr if y in g  bu t in cr ea si ng ly  w id es pr ea d notio n 
of th e  UN ’s ir re le va nc e.  The  A ra b- Is ra el  co nfl ict  of fers an  im m ed ia te  il lu st ra ti on 
of  th is  p o in t: ne go tiat io ns  be tw ee n th e  p art ie s d ir ec tl y  invo lved  are  th e onl y 
m ea ni ng fu l met ho d to  e nd  th e p re se n t da nger ou s i m pa ss e.

B u t in th e  so cia l an d ec on om ic do m ai ns  th e  UN ca n an d m ust  pl ay  a cr uc ia l, 
if no t v it a l ro le.  Es pe ci al ly  is th is  tr u e  in  th e  a re a  I am  mos t fa m il ia r w ith — 
hu m an  ri g h ts . An d it  may  in de ed  by th e  a re a  wh ich , in  th e lon g ru n, is th e mos t 
in di sp en sa bl e fo r th e fu lf il lm en t of  th e  UN ’s pe ac ek ee pi ng  fu nc tion . For , a t th e 
co re  of  th e  m an y of th e th re a te n in g  poli ti ca l conf lic ts of  ou r ag e a re  op pr es sio ns  
ba se d up on  ra ci al , eth ni c,  an d re ligi ou s gr ou nd s.  R es tr ic ti ons up on  in di vi du al  
fr ee do m s a ls o  ha ve  th eir  lo gica l in te rc on ne ct io ns  w ith  fo re ig n ag gr es sion , as  th e 
b ru ta l So viet inva sion  of  C ze ch os lo va ki a so cl ea rly dem on st ra te s.  O ur  la te  P re si 
de nt . Jo hn F. Ken ne dy , b ri ll ia n tl y  il lu m in at ed  th is  ax iom whe n he  rh et or ic al ly  
as ke d : “I s no t peace, in th e  la s t an al ys is , a m a tt e r of  hu m an  ri g h ts ?”

If.  ho wev er , th e UN is to  pe rf or m  th e  fu nc tion  which  it s C h a rt e r pr es cr ib es  in 
bo th th e  P re am bl e an d A rt ic le s 55  to  56 — uni ve rs al  re sp ec t fo r hu m an  ri ghts — 
str u c tu ra l ch an ge s ar e  re qu ired . Tw en ty-fi ve  yea rs  a ft e r th e C h art er' s ad op tio n 
th ere  is  s ti ll  no  ge ne ra l m ac hi ne ry  fo r gi vi ng  e ffe ct to th e hu m an  ri g h ts  p ro visio ns  
of  th e  C h a rt e r an d to  th e U ni ve rs al  D ec la ra ti on  of  H um an  R ig ht s.

W e are  w itn es s to da y to an  en or m ou s, if  re gre tt ab ly , m ispl ac ed  tr u s t in th e UN 
by th e  pe op les  of  t he  w or ld . E ver y y ear some  1 5. 00 0 co m pl ai nt s re ac h th e UN fro m 
in di vi dua ls  in al l p a rt s of  th e  globe cl ai m in g vi ol at io ns  of  th e ir  ri ghts . Sin ce  th e 
em er ge nc e of  th e  UN,  a q u a rt e r of  a mill ion su ch  co m m un ic at io ns  ha ve  ar ri ved — 
al l pr op er ly  pr oc es se d an d pr om pt ly  pig eon-h ole d. F or th er e is no  m ec ha nism  fo r 
eff ec tiv ely  co ns id er in g th e pet it io ns , fo r re dr es s of  gr ie va nc es .

Th e tr ag ed y  is he ig ht en ed  by  th e  g re at ri sk s ru n by  in div id ual s in re pr es sive  
re gi mes  to  ge t th e ir  pe ti ti ons  to UN  H ea d q u art ers . E ve ry on e kn ow s of  th e co ur 
ag e of  th e do ze ns  of  So viet in te ll ec tu al s wh o ha ve  a ro us ed  th e w ra th  of  t he P art y  
au th o ri ti es by ap pe al in g to  UN  or ga ns . And I m en tio n he re  my  de ep  re sp ec t fo r 
th os e 75  So viet Je w s wh o ha ve  put  th e ir  fu tu re s on th e  lin e, by ca ll in g upo n th e 
UN th is  p ast  y ear to ass is t th em  in em ig ra ti ng  to  Is ra e l in o rd er to  liv e th e ki nd  
of  f ul l Je w is h li fe  o f w hi ch  th ey  a re  d ep rive d in th e USS R.

W itho ut  m ac hi ne ry  to  de al  w ith th es e pe tit io ns , th e  UN  is  he lp le ss  to  im ple 
men t ba si c hu m an  ri gh ts . On e ke y st ru c tu ra l ch an ge  pr op os ed  is th e es ta bli sh 
m en t of  an  in te rn ati o n al O m bu ds m an  o r High Com m iss ione r fo r H um an  Rig ht s. 
Th e High Co mm iss io ne r w ou ld  ha ve  th e  au th o ri ty  to  pl ac e hum an -r ig hts  m att ers  
on th e ag en da , so to sp ea k,  of  th e  in te rn ati o n al co nsc ien ce. H e wo uld  fu nc tio n as  
ob se rv er  an d fa ct -g at her er , as  an  in te rm ed ia ry  aw ay  from  th e pu bl ic  sp ot ligh ts
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and, in extreme cases, as the UN agent who would expose abu ses  to the glare 
of world opinion.

We must vigorously supp ort th is proposal. And we mus t help  endow the UN 
Commission on Human Righ ts with a mechanism whereby, at  a minimum, “con
siste nt pat terns of gross violation s” of human righ ts can be exam ined  and acted  
upon. The proposed mechanism has not moved beyond an embryonic stag e and 
determined efforts are requ ired to move it to a level where it can tak e on a 
definitive form.

Finally , we must not be hesitan t about util izing  the  forums of UN bodies to 
raise the pressing human rights  issues of the day. Hut to do so, we must de- 
politicize the complex of human rig hts  problems. Only in thi s way can  we en
courage others to qu it using human rights  as a political device. The fundam ental

* difficulty with the UN hum an rights  program today is its  polit icization as well as
the politicization of the organs seized with  the program.

These UN organs must he insu lated from buffe ting polit ical winds. We should  
welcome a searching light of world opinion beamed into every  hidden corner,

.  whether among our allies or even ourselves. Ju st  as we give a pre fer red  position
to the Bill of Rights in our own na tion, so too a re we obligated to give a p refe rred  
position to the Universa l Declaration on H uman  Rights in the int ern ati onal com
munity. Only then can we help cre ate  the  clim ate which no nation is free  from 
the gla re of public exposure.

The role which Mrs. E leanor Roosevelt cha rted for  us as champion of human 
rights in the world a rena  can only he abdica ted at  our peril. We must he involved 
in the expansion of the rule  of law covering human rights  to every region. Th at 
is the purpose of inte rnational conventions and we have  been der elict in our re
sponsibili ty in fa iling to rati fy more than a mere two of them in  the human righ ts 
field. It  is a scandal of the highes t orde r th at  we have  not  as yet ratif ied 
the  Genocide Convention, a tre aty  which  cuts  to the  very founda tion  of human 
righ ts—the r ight to life.

Almost sixty percent—75 coun tries—of the  UN memb ership have ratif ied thi s 
Convention. Still we hesista te, and I can only express shame th at  my colleagues  
in the American Bar Associat ion advance hoary arguments to defea t the pro
posal to rati fy. The Senate is obligated to give this vote less credence  tha n the 
moral conscience of the American people an d mankind itself .

Another  t rea ty which deserves our  h ighest priori ty is the Convention  on Racial 
Discrimination. The intern ational ban on a ll forms of rac ial  and  ethnic  d iscr imi
nation, though reta ining through a rese rvation  the  rig ht  of speech and associa
tion, would be consonant with our country ’s h ighest purposes. I hope tha t the 
Pres iden t will tran smit thi s Convention to the Senate as quickly as possible and 
th at  the la tte r’s consent will be expedit iously forthcoming.

Above everything, we should he ins istant upon the  mora l principles deriving 
from individual conscience. Such princ iples  are  not produc ts of majorit ies.  Auto
matic majorities in the  General Assembly condemning one or anoth er sta te is 
hardly a measure of the world conscience, especia lly when such majori ties  are  
manipulated  by Arab powers and the ir allies.

/ George Santayana once observed th at  he who chooses not to reca ll the pas t is
doomed to re-live it. The tragic  exper iences  of yes terd ay teach us to demand the 
establish ment of effective implementat ion machinery , isolated from  political pre s
sures, to advance  human rights  to a new level. We shal l not re-live  th e pas t when 
we lead the world’s community  in extending everywhere  the  rule of law based 
upon moral principles.

Mr. Gallagher. Thank von very much. Tha t was a very inte resting 
statement.

In addition to the conventions on genocide and racial discrimination, 
are there any other conventions presently pending  before the U.S. 
Senate ?

Mrs. Hauser. Yes; a whole host of them. Dr. Abram mentioned a 
few that  President Kennedy had sent up to the Senate and which were 
not given consent to.

The political rights of women is one; forced labor is another. There 
is one on freedom of informat ion which has been pending for a very 
loner time.

There is one on nondiscr imination in education.
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Genocide remains, of course, (he major old one tha t is still out
standing. .There are always attempts to dra ft new conventions, and one which 
we will get to work on again is the one to eliminate religious intol
erance. This one will he somewhat difficult in the d rafting.

However, I think the dra fting stage is about over. Most of these 
conventions that  are now already finished cover the wide area of human 
rights concern. Our own country has, apart from the very new coun
tries and some small countries, the poorest record in the world in terms 
of ra tification.

We stand, if I remember the litany, with Togoland, Saudi Arabia,. 
Yemen, and South Africa, the nations that have not seen lit to ratify  
any of these conventions.

In fairness, we have certa in constitutional problems based upon the 
federal system and the problem of Sta tes r ights and our own distribu
tion of powers in these areas between the Federal Government and the 
States. But most of us who have studied the problem in depth feel 
that these are not real arguments but are, rather,  surface arguments, 
and that there is nothing constitutionally to prohibit 11s from ratify ing 
them.

I think you will get a good chance, Mr. Chairman, to see some of 
these arguments aired again when the  Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee calls hearings on genocide which Senator Fulb righ t indicated 
to me he intends to do shortly.

You still get a feeling of the hesitancy of numerous of the Senators 
to go forward interna tionally  in the area of human rights. It gets very 
difficult to build international law, to lay down rules of behavior of 
States vis-a-vis thei r own citizens, when the leading country in the 
world, to wit, our own, does not partic ipate  in the effort. In fact, one 
can argue whether  or not you can have international law based on con
sensus as to what is right and what is wrong when our own country has not subscribed to a part icular rule of law.

Mr. Gallagher. What do you think we should do now?
Mrs. H auser. I  think we should rat ify , and rati fy rapidly, at least 

the major conventions which would show that we do intend to par tici
pate in the building of internat ional law. I would like to see some 
effort on this side of the House in that  area, though you obviously 
have no constitutional function in ratification. It is important to express a point of  view.

Mr. Gallagher. Are you at odds with the Department of State on 
this question o f whether or not there are constitutional prohibitions?

Mrs. H auser. No; the State Department is of a single mind on 
that,  and on the genocide convention, for example, tlie Attorney 
General issued an opinion in which he stated there are no constitutional impediments.

If  I may say in the boldest language or the bluntest langauge, 
these constitu tional arguments are fake arguments. They are not real 
legal arguments. They have a certain surface appeal, if you argue in 
terms of States rights, but if you look at the fabric of the  Consti tu
tion on the one hand, and on the other hand the 4,000 treaties in which 
this country has already entered, which deal with many areas tra di
tionally left to the States—not human rights  but other ones—we have long ago passed those arguments.
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But it is human righ ts that  set off a certain emotional action be
cause it is human rights.

Mr. Gallagher. On the question of the High Commissioner of Hu 
man Rights—and I happen to believe tha t would be a good extension 
of the program—there are others who believe that that  may well under
mine the U.S. support of the United Nations efforts.

It  is argued that the Human Rights Commissioner could very well 
interfere in U.S. affairs to a poin t where the U.S. support, which is 
very necessary for the funding  of the United Nations, may disappear.

We see this in the arguments on aid each year. Why should we give 
aid to India when they don’t vote wi th us in the U nited  Nations, and  
so forth  ?

You and I know what the sophisticated arguments are. But if you 
had a General Assembly voting every week to investigate areas  of dis
content within the United States—and there is no way that  we can 
affect i t at all—you can see how the funding of the United Nations 
could drop very rapidly.

AVhat is your feeling on that ?
Mrs. Hauser. I see your point.
Mr. Gallagher. I  am giving a political point.
Mrs. Hauser. On the High  Commissioner itself, the proposal to 

establish him obviously gives him, as Dr. Abram said, very limited 
powers, because to give him any broad powers would mean that  the 
wide range of countries in the U.N. would not accept him.

Mr. Gallagher. Also, as was pointed out, it is a tremendous forum 
for publ icity, if  he should choose to condemn the U nited  States  every 
week or so.

Mrs. Hauser. He has only the righ t to work with them. We all 
agreed tha t the element of consent was essential. The High  Com
missioner cannot just come in and look at any situation.

Let us take a concrete case like Greece. There have been thousands 
and thousands of petit ions received at the Human Righ ts Commission 
about the situation in Greece, not simply from Greeks bu t from Ameri
cans, from people all over the world who are concerned about this.

The High Commissioner would then approach the Greek Govern
ment, quietly and indicate tha t this is a serious m atte r of concern and 
determine if they wish to work with him in a cooperative way to see 
how the situation can lie ameliorated.

If  they turn him down, he has no furth er power.
Mr. Gallagher. He certainly has the power of a large and powerful 

voice in the press.
Mrs. H auser. Yes; hut i f you know the Uni ted Nations he couldn’t 

possibl v do that  and continue to enjoy his job.
Mr. Gallagher. He what?
Mrs. H auser. He couldn't do th at and continue to  enjoy his job.
Mr. F ascell. He might, not enjoy it  but he would hold it.
Mrs. Hauser. I t is the same problem tha t U Thant faces.
Mr. Gallagher. That is exactly the point. Many people may be un

happy with the Secretary General, but the question of replacing  him 
presents an even greater  problem.

Mrs. Hauser. I will grant you it is hard to find a character for any
thing that  the whole world agrees on.

Mr. Gallagher. Precisely.
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Mrs. H auser. If  you a re going to  keep the respect and cooperation 
all of the governments, any one of these high commissioners has to 
tread  very carefully. If  he doesn’t, he would rapid ly lose the support 
of many of the countries. But in fairness to your  question, I do think  
tha t there is an attitude in this country  which is harmful to our 
whole posture. That  is what Dr. Abram and I have been trying to 
point out.

There are many Americans who feel a perfect freedom to criticize 
tha t which is going on in other countries, and they think tha t it is 
righ t to criticize, that they are justified. Then they are completely of
fended when some other country in the world would like to chastise us 
for our wrongfu l practices.

Mr. Gallagher. Everybody can criticize.
Mr. Fascell. I s this something new ?
Mr. Gallagher. I would like to ask you another question, also re

ceiving the opinion of Dr. Abram.
At what point does the extension of the human right s inquiry in 

the United Nations clash with the internal  development of nationa l
istic governments?

Mr. Abram. I think  the criticisms have to be limited, first of all 
to the internationa l standards and principles which have been for
mulated and accepted by the General Assembly. Of course, you look 
first to the declaration of human rights and perhaps even more in 
greater detail, actually in grea ter detail, at any treaties tha t have 
become fa irly  well established internationa l law.

So there is an objective law to which reference would have to be 
made. I could take a given situa tion and argue tha t almost every
thing  we do in the U nited States  is consistent in the field of civil and 
political righ ts with international standards, at least what we profess 
to do and what we hold ourselves out as doing.

Sometimes our national  practice doesn’t accord, but this is some
thing the Supreme Court of the United States finds very frequently 
true, anyway.

But I  don’t, Mr. Chairman, feel that we open ourselves to much 
more criticism than we are already getting. Ambassador Hauser 
and I  have been referred to, and others in our office, as the embarrassed 
Americans, and right ly so, because we si t in the U.N., we dr af t these 
treaties, we participate, we even force t reatie s to more nearly fit our 
own constitut ional practice.

Take, for  example, the treaty on discrimination on account of race. 
I recall how long the United  States worked to whittle  the  provisions 
of th at trea ty to the point  that it accorded with our free speech stand
ards in America.

We didn’t quite succeed, and a reservation I  think  would protect 
us to the point we didn’t. Bu t we worked.

Now everyone can say, “Why  in the world do we listen to your 
influence, your input in human rights? You are not going to rati fy 
them anyway. You haven’t even ratified the genocide convention.”

Mr. Gallagher. They read our papers but we can’t read theirs.
Mr. Abram. I  don’t real ly th ink  it will affect our sovereignty in any 

sense that is meaningful, t hat  I  th ink will cause us to be criticized, for 
we are criticized anyway.
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Mr. Gallagher. Along tha t line, I was rather intrig ued,  as were 
my colleagues, in seeing the Vietnam business develop and how it 
developed, and how quickly the origins of development are forgotten. 
Really, with regard to the Greeks, we have a role to extend human 
rights there.

But looking back on the question of human rights, and Vietnam 
in the early days some developments there troubled our consciences 
so greatly  tha t the United States was moved to inter fere  in an even 
more meaningful way than we did earlier. Now looking at the ques
tion of human rights, I wonder whether the Commission on Human 
Rights and the ADA would give an endorsement to Diem and Nhu 
if they could go back in time and get our troops out of Vietnam or 
bring  stability to that  country.

* Sometimes I wonder where the points clash: Where does the exten
sion of international concern end and where does grea ter responsibility 
for the United States begin as we tamper  with the  balance of develop
ing countries ?

Perhaps if there is one lesson tha t we learned from Vietnam it is 
tha t we can get overextended tamper ing with internal governmental 
matters instead of allowing a natura l development.

When I listen to the arguments on Greece righ t now’ I see the same 
people signing the same petitions that were signed with  respect to 
Vietnam urging our Government to do more.

I am just wondering whether as we press for the extension of hu
man r ights, do we also pu t the United States in terr ibly  embarrass
ing positions where aid, milita ry assistance, m ilita ry troops , and in
volvement in war follows in  a seemingly natura l sequence?

As one who believes as you do, and I think  human rights  are  para
mount in any issue, I wonder what your reaction to  all of this is.

Mr. Abram. I  just don’t recall an instance, Mr. C hairm an, in which 
our interventions th at some of us, including myself, would object to, 
have followed on a moral condemnation. I  th ink it has followed on a 
misconception of our state  interest in term of power rela tionsh ips, not 
morality.

Mr. Gallagher. The question of morality and state interest became 
one at the point where public opinion insisted Diem could no longer 

t remain in South Vietnam’s Government, tha t rec tify ing this was a
primary responsibility of the United States, to the poin t where the 
United States obviously changed policy.

In  doing that, we tampered with the na tural balance. In  tampering 
F with the natural balance of the developing countries, rig ht or lef t-----

Mr. Abram. I n tha t argument, you come to the s tage where I  th ink 
we have already done the damage.

Mr. Gallagher. Exactly. I  am with  you. We should never have been 
there. But now we are ta lking  about gettin g into other areas.

Mr. Abram. Let us take Greece, for example. I  don’t see any harm 
tha t could have been done the United States, had we adopted this 
policy of evenhanded treatment and stated it as just a policy that 
derives from history, the dreams, and the moral conviction of the 
United States, just like our Bill of Rights.

Had we adopted that policy and said tha t the Greek junta in our 
judgment, in one of the U.N. organs, is engaged in oppression, tyra n
nical and oppressive conduct and we condemn it, I don’t see how that
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would have in any way caused us to progress to the point of interfering in the government with troops in an attem pt to overthrow it.I have tried to indicate—maybe I  didn’t, hut I will now—there is a certain contradiction, of course, between the use of force in protecting human rights in the international sphere and the goal, if you like, because force is, af ter all, the negation of one of the fundamental human rights.
I am certa inly not arguing, and I would assume tha t Ambassador Hauser would not argue either, that for every moral delinquency in the world we should apply American force. That is why I have em- 4

phasized the moral conscience not only of the United  States and its effectiveness, but  also its effectiveness in mobilizing the international conscience of the world.
If  the conscience doesn’t work it is one of the facts of life that sometimes the things we dream about cannot be accomplished.Mr. F relinghuysen. Mr. Chairman, it does seem to me essentially naive to indicate that  anyth ing much would be accomplished fo r the United States  to condemn practices in countries which we can’t influence in any event.
As an example, I assume you are advocating that  we should condemn Israe l because we do not think that adequate attention has been given to the human rights of Arab refugees ?
Mr. Abram. That is your statement. That is not my statement.Mr. F relinghuysen. I  am asking. I said tha t I assume your position. I am certainly not advocating it. Furthermore I think it would he a great  mistake for us to sound off about the character of the Greek regime. That  would not hasten the end of that  regime by one day.
I t does seem to me tha t a big power, even if little  powers can afford to be irresponsible, needs to watch its tongue.
I don’t think  this business of the moral role of the United States should be overemphasized. In our at tempt to be evenhanded we should not necessarily go around insulting countries that don’t have the kind of government tha t we thin k they should have.Mr. Rosenthal. How would you answer that with respect to southern Africa ? Should we say anything there or not ?
Mr. F relinghuysen. We have a position there. I am not saying that we must keep quiet about everything. I  am saying it is naive to say that sounding off is automatically a good response.
Mr. Abram. I don’t say that, Mr. Congressman. Let me refine it a little  closer.
Mr. Frelinghuysen. I didn’t mean to interrup t the chairman. He has not relinquished his time.
Mr. Abram. F irs t of a ll, I think there are priorities in everything.There are a lo t of law violations but we don’t prosecute them all. There isn’t time enough. There isn’t resource enough.
Rut I thin k one finds the great issues and focuses on them.
Number two, I don’t think it is naive because the European Court of Human Rights,  or the European Court, has dealt with the Greek situation.
Mr. F relinghuysen. Y ou don 't think what is naive? How about the Israel i si tuation ?
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Mr. Abram. On  the Is ra el i sit ua tio n,  I  don ’t ha pp en  to believe t ha t 
the Israel is are  v iolat ing the huma n rig ht s of its inha bi tant s,  A rab  or 
otherw ise . T hat  is my view.

I f  th e Un ite d State s h ad  a dif ferent  view, th en if  i t were a mat ter o f 
rea l consequence, of fr on t bu rn er  urgency, I  would  hav e no objec
tio n to the Un ited St ates  deali ng  on an evenhande d bas is wi th any 
sta te.  I  do n’t care  what sta te  it is.

Mr . F relingh uysen. C ould I get  back to the conven tion s? Bo th of 
you  have made a str on g pi tch here tod ay  and  the  tes tim ony has been 
st im ulat ing,  fo r the necessity o f rat ifyi ng  conven tions .

I  ga th er  fro m Mrs . Hau se r she wou ld ra ti fy  any  conven tion  th at  
was a pprov ed.

Mrs . H auser. No.
* Mr . F relingh uysen. Y ou haven’t made any  lim ita tio ns  tha t I have 

heard . Dr . Ab ram  did say  the  ones  th at  were  ap prop riate should 
be rat ifi ed  by the  Un ite d S tat es.

I  h aven’t heard  you say  th at  there  are some conven tion s th at  rea lly  
do have c onsti tut ion al pro blems  w hic h we p rob ably should not ra tif y.  
I  go t the  impression th at  wre oug ht  to tak e the  le aders hip  in accept ing  
them, because we were  fa r an d away ahead  of  mos t cou ntr ies  in  the 
impleme nta tion o f the se p rogram s a nyway.

Di d I  mi sread what you are  say ing  ?
Mrs . H auser. No. L et  me cl ar ify  th at po int . Don 't th in k the re are  

any constitu tio na l pro blems wi th  any of  the ones th at  have been 
dr af te d thus  fa r and if  there were  any  we cou ld dea l with them ap 
pr op riately in res erv ations or  unde rst an din gs , wh ich  man y cou ntr ies  
do when  they  ra tif y.

Mr.  F relingh uysen. D o you th in k we need  to make any  reserv a
tion s, or  cla rif ica tion of  ou r posit ion , with res pect to the  genoc ide 
conven tion  ?

Mrs.  H auser. No, the geno cide  conven tion  none at  all.  Tha t is the 
official pos ition of the Dep ar tm en t now, and the Pr es iden t. Bu t the 
race tre aty does have very serious  fre e speech pro blems and free  ex
pression problems which  I th in k Dr . Ab ram  tr ie d to po in t out.

Our  delega te was Se cretary Ro gers at  the  tim e, and Am bassador 
A rt hur Goldb erg  was involve d in it  as  well. W e tr ie d to ge t th e d ra ft -

* ing to come closer to ou r cons titut ion al concepts wh ich  may  not be 
the same as o the r countrie s hold.

For example, the  rest  of  the  wo rld—not all,  bu t many of the cou n
tr ie s—tak e the  approa ch  to rac ism  th at  goes like th is : Th e only  way

* to  ge t rid of  racism is to eliminate,  to make  ille gal , any org ani zat ion  
th a t is adv ocating , tea ch ing , prom oting  or  di st ribu tin g lit erature 
ab ou t racism, or  Naz ism, w ha tev er th e “ ism” th at  is not  good. Obv ious 
ly,  ou r approa ch  is dif ferent . We  believe all org aniza tio ns , up to the  
po in t of  sed itio us sta tem ents,  are free to flou rish  in th is cou ntry.

We  belie ve the clash of ideas of  an edu cated public is what gives 
us ou r dem ocracy. Th e vast major ity  of cou ntr ies  of  the wor ld don’t 
share  ou r point  of view.

I mus t tell you as I  hav e stu died  the  race trea ty  myself  I am 
tro ub led  as a law yer . I am not  sure th at  th is approa ch , what we call  
grou p libe l, is no t the  fina l answ er to dealing  wi th racism. Pe rhap s it 
is a lu xu ry  o f ou r Co ns tituti on  t hat  has  given us as many u nfor tuna te
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year s of experience as it lias given ns freedom to permit racist  org a
niza tions to continue to functio n and flourish and give for th the ir 
venom.

Mr. F relinghuysen. Let us get back to the genocide convention. 
Is there one iota of evidence  th at  our failu re to ra ti fy  the genocide 
convent ion has  had an effect anywhere on anybody ?w hat has it done to weaken our  stand with respect to others, or 
the effect of the convention ?

Does the convention have any effect on h uman  rights?
Does any convention have any effect except as a way of showing 

a country’s interest in the  subjec t ?
Mrs. II auser. You have  asked me two questions there. Our failure 

to ra tif y is taken by many countries of the world, pa rticular ly since 
the Vietnam Wa r, as evidence of  the fact th at  we practice, or we en
gage in practices, that  are genocidal or come close to it.

You and I may think  th at  is simpl istic, but I can assure you that 
that  is fe lt by very many coun tries  of the world.  Why else do we 
pers ist in fai ling to ra tif y th is conven tion ?

Mr. F relingiiuysen. Let me ask you, before  you go on from there , 
if there is any substance  to the argu ment tha t our  ratif icat ion would 
affect others’ feeling about us.

Mrs. I Iauser. Why not ?
Mr. F relinghuysen. A ren ’t they  coming to the conclusions about 

us because of what we have been doing , n ot because of our failu re to 
ra tif y a convention  ? That has noth ing  to do wi th w hether we believe in 
genocide or not.

Mrs. H auser. But  we can quite  prope rly  say tha t countries which are 
inte nding  to  engage in prac tices  th at  are  wrongful, whe ther genocidal 
or not, would normally not  ra tif y any convention th at  binds  them to 
do otherwise, and the classic illu stration is South  A fric a, which flatly 
refuses to  engage in any of these conventions because its practices are 
probably vio lative  of many of the conventions.

Mr. F relinghuysen. Now you are talkin g about the practices of 
other count ries, but we know it isn’t because o f our practices tha t we 
have been slow ra tify ing .

The only possible thing  is t ha t we are going to intend to do some
thi ng  we are not doing presently, which strik es me as a foolish argu
ment and one that  we needn’t worry about in an y event unless there is 
something to be gained by it .

Mrs. H auser. You missed the point, I think,  perhaps, tha t I made 
earl ier, which  is the  way in which inte rnat iona l law is made, the way 
in which a rule  of law is defined for the  world community.

If is essentially by tre aty . Th is genocide tr ea ty says th at  it is an inte r
national crime, genocide. Seventy-five countr ies a re now bound by t ha t 
rule  of law.

Technically speak ing, we are not. IVe have not  ratifi ed. We do not 
yet subscribe,  then,  to that  port ion of inte rna tion al law which con
demns genocide as an internatio nal  crime.

You ask me, because it  leads to it, what are the practic al consequen
ces of  t his  and what are the  moral forces. Not going back too far in 
hist ory , in the  Nazi period there were very few voices heard in the 
inte rna tion al scene to condemn the practices of the  Nazis  vis-a-vis
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their own popu latio n in the  1930’s, and there  was no defined inte rna
tion al law  to condem tha t which the Nazis were doing.

One could make a very st renu ous argu ment that  had the world com
munity  reacted to th at  w hich the Nazis had done, history might have 
been otherwise.

Mr. F relinghutsen. 1 am not arg uin g aga inst  ratification of the 
conven tion. I assume tha t it should  have Been ratif ied long ago.

But  the fact  tha t it hasn’t been ratified and has been a dead letter  
for a ll this time doesn’t seem to  have affec ted the resul t very much.

It  seems to me t ha t implementat ion of the trea ties  is really what we 
shou ld be talkin g about. Flow can we get progress? I am not sure 
whe ther  the conventions themselves represent progress . In a sense 
they  remind us in a formal  way t ha t-----

Mr. A bram. May I  shoot at this  one moment ?
Mr. Rosenthal. I think the answer would be tha t that is the only 

way you can build  a world body of law. If  you believe in the rule of 
law, you have to build a body of law in the first place.

Mr. F rei .ingiiuysen. I am not arg uin g against  it. I am try ing  to find 
out what they are talkin g about,  whether they are talk ing about a 
blind ratification of any convention.

Mr. Abram. No.
Mr. F relinghuysen. Un til  Mrs. Hau ser  expla ined her  feeling  about 

reservations , I did not detect tha t she felt some that  would run athwart 
basic principles. Oth er coun tries  have different ideas about how these 
problems should be handled . She did n’t happen to say tha t until I 
asked the question.

Mrs. H auser. The genocide convent ion is part icu lar ly important  be
cause by making genocide an inte rnat iona l c rime no country which has 
rati fied  can raise the defense tha t genocide is a domestic m atter , not the 
concern of the rest of the world.

It  is very impor tan t as a legal ma tter if you look a t the framework 
of the Charter . The inhe rent  dilemma in th is field, and I did not want 
to get technical  in my open ing statement, is that  while all countries 
pledge themselves to promo te human righ ts, Art icle  2(7) says the U.N. 
shall  not inte rfer e in the essent ially domestic matter s of the states.

You, therefore, have a clash always between what is an essentially  
domestic ma tter and  what  is a matter of internatio nal  concern.

Mr. F ascell. The tre aty  would change that.
Mrs. ITauser. I t would make it an inter nati ona l crime.
Mr. F relinghuysen. Would the tre aty  on racial discrim ination  

make racial  disc riminat ion not a domestic matter , and perhaps sub
ject. to pressure from the ou tside ?

Airs. H auser. Th at  I can answer.
Mr. F relinghuysen . I f  tha t is the case, I can see why there would 

be hesitations  and doubts about the wisdom of going along with this 
process. It  may well lead, and  perhaps this  is what  the Soviet Union 
is saying , it may well lead to an interference in what they consider to 
be domestic processes.

Mr. Abram. Le t us get a litt le focus on the framework of what  the 
rati fica tion  means. I recall once we were draf tin g a treaty  in the Com
mission and  the  F inn ish  repre sentative spoke up. He said, “I  am goino- 
to be ext remely careful in draf tin g this  tr ea ty because we take treat ies 
very serious ly, a nd we are not going  to r at ify  a t rea ty unti l our domes-
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tic law and the practice we are willing to have is on all fours with that 
Healy.”

That is the proper way fo r a state to do. One question to lx* decided 
before the  United States  ra tifies any treaty, and I include that in the 
word ‘‘appropria te” which you referred  to, is whether or not our do
mestic law and practice really justifies us in ra tifying the treaty.

On genocide, there isn't a doggone thing in American law that  is 
contrary to the genocide treaty.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. 1 wouldn' t suppose there would be, but in 
other cases there may be major questions.

Mr. Abram. As long as a state  is enforcing its domestic law which 
it should be doing, there is no possibility of international intervention. 
Even if there were in tervention, sir, there are no international armies 
tha t would move against you, none whatever. None of the implemen
tation features provides for the hauling  off of a citizen in the United 
States by some writ of habeas corpus to be tried  in some foreign court.

Ambassador Hauser is absolutely correct. The object here, as far as 
we are concerned, because our practices would be on all fours with 
any tre aty  we ratify  as an honorable state, what we are doing is build
ing a body.

Now, why is tha t impor tant ? You might just as well ask what d if
ference does i t make tha t the United States stayed out of the League 
of Nations  Charter? We weren't going to wage aggressive war.

But  you and I know tha t it was a tremendous defect in the inter 
national peacekeeping machinery of the  world, from 1920 to 1945, tha t 
the United  States  stood aside from the all-embracing system of mutual 
security a t interna tional level.

Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Fascell.
Mr. F ascell. I want to get back to something in terms of philosophy 

and in terms of the practica l aspects of implementation. You can't 
have a convert if you shoot him. But obviously if you go to war, in 
order to  implement tha t which you say is right, you kill to impose your 
will, and international armies may or may not move against you. But 
if an act is determined by the U.N. as an act of genocide and is deter
mined to be endangering the world's security by sufficient, votes in 
the General Assembly, you could theoretically put together an inter
national  force to cope with what could be claimed to be a purely in
ternal mat ter and classed as security or defensive measure.

It  is, of course, a question of definition by the world community 
and the decision to act as was done in Korea and the Congo.

Therefore, the question is raised-----
Mrs. H auser. Looking at genocide, I  think  you have to start  out 

with the fundamental tha t this country will never be in the defendant 
position. What we are exercising here is a direct leadership. It may 
sound ar rogan t but I suppose it is there, a leadership to t ry to bring 
other countries up to a standard which we have attained, and which we 
think  is proper in the world and which, obviously, other countries 
share with us.

I take off on this with something that Mr. Frelinghuysen said. I 
firmly believe that there is a reason to speak out on human rights viola
tions, not simply to spout morality. Human rights violations when 
continued and unchecked, the his tory of the world has shown, usually 
lead I o war, a small war or a big war.
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Mr. F ascell (continu ing). How does Biafra  and Nigeria fit into the 
question of genocide? Why didn’t somebody do something?

Mrs. Hauser. I th ink you know the reason why the matte r was never 
raised in the U.N. forums.

Mr. Fascell. Because you can’t depoliticize a human rights issue.
Mrs. H auser. Yes. The President, in speaking to the victorious Ni

gerians, our President, did express the firm hope tha t the Nigerian 
armies, the victorious armies, would not commit any practices akin to 
genocide, and th at the world would find this  abhorrent. This was sig
nificant. I have no doubt in my mind-----

- M r-.F  ascell. Mrs. Hauser, that is a fine statement. How was the “ac
tion ” in Nigeria classified ?

W as it civil war or was it genocide ?
We can each choose but the question is really the motives which led 

to the war, and I would very easily say it was genocide.
Mrs. Hauser (continuing). Do you mean the practices that went 

on that led to the war ?
Mr. F ascell. They killed a lot of people purposely in order to ex

terminate a whole class of people, didn’t they ? Is tha t the definition ? 
Men, women and children. Isn ’t an act of starvat ion an act of geno
cide ? Was it purposely motivated ?

Mrs. H auser. You are asking questions tha t would go to prove 
whether or not there was or was not  genocide under  the definitions of 
the treaty .

I am not sure tha t it has been proven tha t there was or was not 
genocide in Nigeria.

Mr. F ascell. Here, again, I  have to state tha t I  am not against the 
treaty. T am aware of the difficulties of the implementation of treaties, 
no matter how carefully drafted.

I also think we must have rule of law. Even when you can’t enforce 
it, you have to state what you think the law ought to be as a model for 
the international community to live by. Eventually,  hopefully, some 
day we will have rule of law.

Mr. Rosenthal. I have to leave but I do have one question.
Doctor, you suggested tha t at some point or another we have to 

rel inquish sovereignty. That goes to the whole big question.
In reality, what is*your prognosis of the possibility of this Nation

* relinquishing sovereignty of these issues ?
Mr. Abram. I do not think, Congressman Rosenthal, that we are 

living in a day in which we are about to see the millenium. I  would 
not myself argue for the relinquishment of sovereignty to the United

* Nations, for example. I t is so balanced and so composed that  I would 
think it would be manifestly foolish. Nor am I one who feels tha t the 
national state has entirely failed, or that nationalism does not serve 
a purpose.

For  example, I think there are many acts o f spirit and generosity 
that  rise out of the national state. But I do say this, tha t we are going 
to have to give up our righ ts to do certain things if we are going to 
survive.

For example, our rights to test  atmospheric weapons, which is an act 
of sovereignty, nuclear weapons in the atmosphere.

We have dealt with tha t because it was necessary for survival. I 
would hope that  France and China would adhere to this or were re
quired to adhere to this.
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I think the right to pollute the seas is something we will have to 
deal with, which will be a d iminishment of sovereignty. Every treaty 
that, a state adheres to, whether  it deals with migra tory birds or 
whether it deals with piracy, slavery or any of the conventional 
aspects of treaty -making represents a diminution of sovereignty.

I think we will inch closer and closer to fur ther  limits upon un
checked sovereignty because I think otherwise we cannot survive.

I hope we will see the day that  disarmament, which is a national 
righ t—armament is a national-right—will again be prohibited. Maybe 
that is the way we will have to move toward it.

I cannot see myself or anyone else voting for the relinquishment of 
sovereignty unti l other nations are disarmed. I  cannot see our disarma
ment until other nations are disarmed. I think  we have to be coldly 
practical about it. But I think  we better keep the goal in mind. If 
we don’t, we won’t have anything to be sovereign over.

Mr. Rosenthal. Thank you.
Mr. Fascell. Both of you are outstanding advocates in a worthy 

and important cause. I must say I  don’t see any substitute for persist
ent advocacy in order to be successful. Someone has to prod world con
science. Someone has to make internat ional law.

It  may be tedious and a step at a time, but that is what we have to 
keep doing.

It seems to me that the issues, therefore , admitting  all of these 
(hings, are what can we do now to speed the process up.

We keep talk ing in terms of re-st ructu ring for example. I  am not 
sure tha t does much, really. I am for treaties and I am not sure they 
do anything. A trea ty doesn’t change human nature. You can make 
somebody abide by the law, and it doesn’t change anything with respect 
to that person’s internal motives. We have seen that.

We manage to live in this country under that  kind of a system, and 
I suppose around the world we have, too. Law and its enforcement 
really is what we are talking about.

I am not sure t ha t the concept o f a peaceful world has any thing to 
do with enforcement within the framework as we now visualize it at 
all. I  don’t see where present s tructu re and philosophy of enforcement 
has anyth ing to do with peace and stability.  Punishment for law en
forcement may be a descendant from the original concepts that  were 
found worthy, but I think it is all under  critical examination today.

Would you agree?
Mr. Abram. Fundamentally.  I think especially the idea that many 

people will have to try the frontier, because, otherwise, I would doubt 
tha t the most gross and persistent violations would ever be something 
tha t were objects of shame and embarrassment.

It  is just  exactly  as in this country when Roger Baldwin s tarted 50 
years ago try ing  to get America to wake up  to the responsibility of 
the enforcement of civil r ights in this country, civil liberties, I think 
he was regarded as very fa r out and he spent some time in jail for it.

Today, we have made some progress. It  is not all we have hoped for  
but in 50 years we are a better country in terms of civil and political 
rights.

But I  don’t think any of this is going to be built in a day.
I am ra the r inclined to agree with you, th at structural changes will 

be minimal in thei r effect. But we have to s tart  taking  these fal terin g
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steps. I conc lude by saying  th at  the  Hig h Comm issio ner  fo r Hu ma n 
Righ ts is no panacea.  I t  is not going  to chan ge th e wo rld  decis ively . 
But  i t is a first step , p erha ps  a fa lter in g one, bu t i t is one o f those tha t 
doesn 't h ave  any r isks in  i t and I  th ink we should tak e it.

The othe r steps th at  Am bassa dor Ha user and I  have arg ue d fo r is 
the rat ifi ca tio n of those tre at ie s whi ch are ap pr op riate an d even in the  
case of a tre aty th at  is ge ne ral ly  ap prop riate it  w as necessary  to have  
a res erv ation  in orde r to protec t some of the  more fund am en ta l pri n
ciples by which we live and then  the reserv atio ns h ave  to  be p ut  in.

Mr.  F ascell. I s there any  in consistency in t he  U.S . p osi tion wi th re 
spect to the Nurem ber g tr ia ls  and the  fa ilu re  to ra ti fy  the genocide 
trea ty  ?

Mrs. H auser. The geno cide  t re at y was a resp onse to Nu rem ber g be
cause Nu rem berg laid down its  own juris dict ion an d it  only  covered 
acts  of wa r, acts  re la tin g to war  an d acts  th at  were  the dir ect conse
quence  of  the  wa r itself , and by def ini tion  it exc luded genocide as it 
appli ed  b efo re the  w ar,  d ur ing th e Naz i pe riod of the 1930’s. I t  was in 
response  to th at  th at  the  wo rld  com munity  dr af te d the Genocide 
Conv ention.

Nu rem berg excluded th at  fro m its  a mbit in th at  i t was  set  up essen
tia lly  as a tribu na l to deal  wi th the  wa r crim es th at  had been com
mitted .

Mr. F ascell. Th e ph ilo sophy inh ere nt  in wa r crimes prosecutio n is 
the  same phi loso phy  whi ch lea ds to a genocide convention; is it not?

I f  you supp or t one, it  h ardl y seems ra tio na l th at  you wo uld n’t s up 
port the other.

Mrs. H auser. Ind eed , an d th at  was arg ued in the or igina l argu 
men ts 20 y ears ago, th at  ou r pos itio n was very incons iste nt.

Mr. F ascell. Y ou were  a very able  s pokesman  an d I  was del igh ted  
to have the  op po rtu ni ty  at  the  Un ite d Nations to wa tch  you in action 
in your  committee. You  als o w ere most help ful  to some of  my co nstitu 
ents . I am ta lk ing now about the  mat ter of the  Cuban  pol itical 
prisone rs.

IIow can you upda te me on th at  situa tion ?
Mrs. H auser. Apart, fro m th e endle ss telepho ne call s I have  from 

yo ur  c onstituen ts------
Mr.  F ascell. I  can’t do an ythi ng  a bou t that .
Mr. Gallagher. We g et t hem , too.
Mrs.  H auser, (co nti nu ing .) We expect to raise th at in the  c urr en t 

session  of  t he Hu ma n Righ ts Commiss ion. Th is is som eth ing  tha t Hr.  
Ab ram  p oin ted  o ut which is v ita l fo r the  rec ord .

I t  is embar ras sing, and I  would  a rgu e wr ongful,  fo r ou r c ountr y to 
rai se wi th grea t moral indign at ion the  vio lat ion s of human righ ts  in 
coun tries  t hat  a re not fri en dly to us and be to ta lly  s ilent on these vio 
lat ion s in cou ntr ies  t hat  a re fr iend ly  to us.

Th ere is an inhe rent  inco nsistency  th at  othe r countrie s pic k up w hich 
makes the m say th at  e ve ry th ing you  do is rea lly  polit ica l and you  are  
dressin g it  up  in th at  fas hio n. F or example, I  can’t argue th at  the  
pra cti ces in  Braz il are  as bad as the y are  in  Ca str o’s Cub a bu t there 
ce rta in ly  hav e been some very  su bs tan tia l v iolations in  hu man  ri gh ts  in  
Br az il un de r t he presen t govern me nt.

41-9 72— 70------ 15
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We have been seized of petitions. The mat ter has been raised 
publicly in this  country. We never raised tha t in the U.N. because 
Brazil is a friend. Greece was, o f course, another illustra tion.

I get constant urgings to go fo rward and discuss the Soviet Union 
or I raq.

Mr. Fascell. Mrs. Hauser, let me ask a question at this point. Why 
doesn’t someone else raise the issue ?

Mrs. Hauser. Occasionally they do, but  I am saying even when they 
do we are often instructed not even to participate in the  debate when 
someone else raises it.

Mr. Fascell. The only point I am making is quite obvious. We are 
not the sole keeper of the world’s conscience.

Mrs. H auser. For example, the Soviet pe tition from the intellectual 
dissenters, the United Kingdom raised it this  year, forcibly and power
fully, and took the  floor on it. Othe r countries have done it  in Latin 
America about Cuba where there are areas of great interest.

Mr. F ascell. This is a definite advantage. This persistent advocacy 
does give other people the opportuni ty to speak out.

If  we are caught off base, so to speak, they like th at even better. It  
gives them more of a reason to speak out.

I want to than k you for pursuing the question of the political 
prisoners, the Cuban political prisoners. I am glad to know t ha t it 
will be brough t up at the Human Rights Commission meeting.

I wish you continued success in your efforts.
I have no further questions.
Mr. Gallagher. Since this is a 25th anniversa ry review, how would 

you assess the sta tus of human rights today as compared with 25 years 
ago ? Or to what  degree have they changed ?

Mrs. Hauser. I  think I tried to bring tha t out in my opening re
marks, Mr. Chairman, tha t in the 25 years the world as a whole has 
become painful ly aware of the problems of human rights, the threat 
to the peace tha t they pose, and the constant vigilance that is exerted 
in the world forum to see tha t these practices are changed wherever 
they are  changeable.

There is no longer p revalent  the situat ion of the  1930’s, of indiffer
ence to what is going on in other countries on the part of the whole 
world, and  I  regard  th at as a major step forward in international law 
and diplomacy.

The charter  it self has given us that mandate. We are committed to 
move in this area. I think  every country knows what a volatile situa
tion results from a gnawing civil rights  or human rights problem.

Perhaps I can best focus it  with a good il lust ratio n: The riots all 
last year in Northern Ireland, in a very democratic and representative 
form of government, a friendly country, where certainly the im
mediate—

Mr. Gallagher. H ow does the U.N. stand  on the  rights of the Irish  
in Belfast?

Mrs. Hauser. When the mat ter was fi rst being mooted around in 
the Security Council, the Representative of Great Britain said directly 
he didn’t think  this  was a th rea t to the peace and, therefore, shouldn’t 
be in the Security Council, but  he had no difficulty a t all to have this 
question aired as a human rights problem.
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The Brit ish then appointed a H igh Commission which found tha t the very focus of the problem was one of human right s, made more difficult by 1,000 years of religious animosity. There was an illustration in which the world community held back for a litt le bit waiting to see what would be done.
But I assure you tha t the Brit ish knew very well that, if nothing was done domestically, it would certainly be within  the United  Nations. This was in itself a spur.
I thin k we have made enormous progress in the 25 years. Perhaps  it is fatuous to expect tha t somehow this interna tional  organization is going overnight to cause the countries of the world to behave the way they al l should behave.
None of us are urging tha t or expecting tha t. But without the United  Nations  I  wonder how much more badly they would have behaved in the 25 years.
Mr. Gallagher. How much of the progress th at we have made has  been due to the United Nations ? O r were there other forces in motion ?How much of the  credit would you give to  the United Nations?Mr. Abram. I would say the independence of states, part icula rly the black states, has created the possibility for  voices to be heard on the question of race which up to now had been silent, and I  th ink just the independence and the demise of colonialism has had a substantial  effect on the attitudes  of those raised.
I  would say those attitudes have percolated into multiracia l societies, includ ing our own. I would say, probably in terms of civil and politica l rights, outside of a few states in the West, including our own, they are no better off.
The attempt of the Czechs to break loose which was aborted—I think the flowers that began to bloom in the Soviet Union afte r the death of Stal in have now withered.
If  I may say so, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Frelinghuysen,  the fact that the U.N. is not an all-inclusive body I  think has impaired the development of human righ ts to the extent of about TOO million to 800 million people because the Chinese are  not in the position where they have to hear  these issues debated.
Mr. F relinghuysen. You don’t have to point  the  finger at us. Our country doesn’t want Red China in the U.N., but even i f we wanted them in, she wouldn’t come. I  don’t think  we have to feel defensive about tha t.
Mr. Abram. I am not being defensive.
Mr. F relinghuysen. I thought you meant tha t we should feel defensive.
Mr. A bram. No. I am simply saying tha t an internationa l body, or an internatio nal legal framework, needs to be as multinational as possible and as all-inclusive as possible. I  think it would be extremely inte resting to have a Chinese delegate to have to take the same kind of criticism tha t all representa tives in the United Nations have to take from time to time.
I thin k the failure to include China, whether it is their reason or  thei r cause or  ours, or someone else’s, or the  Soviet Union’s, even-----Mr. F relinghuysen. You both gave a strong pitch for a High  Commissioner.
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W hat  is lie supp osed  to do ? I  do n’t ge t the  same pic tur e from you 
two as to  wh at  his pow ers  would  be. Mrs . Hau se r say s th at  the  job 
would  be essentia lly advisory , th at its  o perat ion s wou ld only  be with 
th e consen t of those governments.

As  I  und ers tood Dr . Ab ram, he wou ld have the  power to invest iga te 
an d sta te  views. He  me ntioned both Greece and Ind onesia. I  don’t 
sup pos e Indonesia wou ld have been enthu sia stic  about welcoming a 
com mission er if  he was go ing  to cond emn the sla ug hter  there.

I do n’t imagine  the Gre eks  wou ld be enthu sia stic  about welcoming 
in  such a spokesman fo r wha t is ri ght? wi th  a capi ta l “R .”

Mr. Abram. The  orig inal  docu menta tion o f this  gave  him  much m ore 
powe r th an  he now wou ld have u nd er  t he  p rop osa l which will be sub 
mitted  to  the Gener al Assembly.

It  is an  att em pt  to get  it  th ro ug h which has  caused the  wh itt lin g 
away of  his  powers. I wou ld like  to see him  wi th a gre at deal more 
pow er, th e kin d I hav e mentioned.  But  I would certa inly agree  th at , 
pr ac tic al ly , you are  not  go ing  to get  the  pro posal  ado pted except on 
the  lines of the  pre sen t pro posal  which Am bas sad or Ha user was 
re fe rr in g to.

Mr. F rel inghuy sen . You bo th have  tal ked about the imp ortance  
of  d ep oli tic izi ng  si tua tio ns . I  guess th at  ref ers to a commissioner w ho 
might at tempt  to  pr oduce  an  evenhanded re sult,  whereas in the  or ga ni 
za tio n,  itself , you do ge t thi s po lit ica l at tit ud e.

As  a prac tic al mat ter, do you  th ink you could get  an ind ividual 
who  co uld  sp eak  for  the conscience o f m ankin d if  the p art ies concerned  
were  no t anx ious to hav e such  a voice speak ?

I f  it is sim ply  a question of a voice, can’t th e Se cretary  Ge neral pe r
form  th a t function as well  as a Hig h Com missioner?

Mr . Abram. He  has ma ny othe r dut ies  to  pe rfo rm  and  he is not  at  
the  pr esen t tim e the embod ime nt of  any  human  rig hts, specif ically.  
But  I  wo uld  certa inl y agree wi th  you th at  mos t of  his work would 
have to  be done  behin d the scenes in quiet negotia tion s. In  th at  
sense------

Mr . F rel inghuy sen . I  am no t sure  wh at th is  means—behind the  
scenes  an d quiet  negotia tions.  I  thou gh t his major  fun ction would be 
to cal l pu bl ic at tent ion to the inadequacie s of  a coun try  wi th respect 
to hu m an  righ ts  in th at cou ntry.

Mr . A bram. T hat  was  the  or ig inal  formu lat ion . But  at the presen t 
tim e, un de r the pre sen t con struction of the  Hig h Commissioner,  his 
fu nc tio n would  be conc ilia tory, to negotia te,  advise,  to tr y  to rec tify 
th e prob lem  by a con sen t w ith in the c ountr y its el f which was cha rged 
wi th th e vio lations .

Mr . F rel ing huy sen . L et  m e see i f I  un de rst and. Th is would mean  
th at  th e H ig h Com mission er could come to the ma yor of  De tro it,  
W as hing ton,  or  New Yo rk  an d say,  “You have a bad situ ation here 
and I  wo uld  like  to he lp you,  an d the  i nte rnat iona l com mun ity would 
like to  h elp you.”

Is  th a t wh at  you hav e in mind?
Mr. A bram. I  w ould s ay th at  wo uld be about th e l as t pl ace he would  

uo because  there are  so many othe r issues which are  more  im po rta nt  
in  te rm s o f w orld o pin ion  in  wh ich  th e wrongs are so much more g rie v
ous t hat I  th in k he would  be qui te busy elsewhere.



Mr. F relinghuysen. Such as South Africa? Would he be the man 
to sum up and bring the pressure of world opinion on South Africa to 
do something about the abhorren t policy of apartheid ?

Mr. Abram. Yes. But  already you have political bodies. You have 
the special committee. You have a number of investigative bodies that 
continuously are representing the General Assembly in  one form or 
another and which do deal with South Africa .

But it has been so far  an impracticable subject.
Mr. F relinghuysen. I s there any other area where you think he 

might be useful ?
Mr. Abram. He might be useful in  Greece.
Mr. F ascell. May I ask a perfectly serious question ?
Is the Aust ralian  aborigine included in this whole concept of hu

man r ights?
Mrs. H auser. Certainly. In  fact, you know, to give you an analogy 

there, here is an illustrat ion of how public opinion does do something. 
Quite a number of years ago, the Anti-S lavery  Society, an old body 
in the world, brought to the atten tion of the United Nations alleged 
practices of eliminating the aborigine Indians up the Amazon, Bra
zilian practices which were alleged to occur so they could clear out the 
Amazon for settlement.

They first denied it and so on. Now afte r much debate and documen
tation, the Brazilian Government has in effect acknowledged th at the 
practices were taking place and they have taken  steps to see th at they 
shall not continue.

There is an official commission in Brazil which is now charged with 
the mat ter. Had it never been raised in the world forum, I  don’t know 
whether anybody else would be particular ly concerned with  those In 
dians.

Mr. Fascell. Mrs. Black was here a few days ago pleading the 
cause of the American Indians .

Mrs. H auser. I don’t know tha t the American Indians  have been 
discussed in the United Nations, not to my knowledge. But this one 
I know was a situation which was a serious one, to protect  a substan
tial number of people.

Mi. F relinghuysen. I  am sorry you are embarrassed to speak at 
the United Nations. It  does seem to me quite an abnormal process pub
licly to condemn or criticize one’s friends. We would end up with 
relatively few friends.

It  isn’t tha t we don’t need to exercise influence, but is the practice 
of publicly standing up and condemning necessarily the best way to 
achieve something? Perhaps you could accomplish this by getting a 
spokesman for the United Nations to do it and perhaps it might 
be more effective if the United Nations did it.

The situation in Greece is a classic case. We have a close relation
ship, obviously, with Greece, and we are obviously unhappy at the 
natu re of the Government.

But does it do much good to agita te publicly about this situation? 
Yet it may do harm not to agitate.

I do not know the answer, but I don’t think we can dismiss the 
problem by suggesting that  if only we had a little more publicity 
we could make progress.

I don’t know that that necessarily holds at all.
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Mr. Abram. Maybe my view is distorted. I grew up in the South, 
as you may have detected, and I never saw much change from the 
time I was old enough to know what was going on until the matter 
became one of fron t-bu rner  urgency, concern, and recrimination in 
the rest of the country.

I know tha t perhaps my fellow Southerners didn’t like it, but 
nevertheless, I think it has had a good effect rath er than  a baleful 
effect. Arguments were always made th at you will never change the 
South  by criticism.

Air. F relinghuysen. I am not arguing agains t change at all, Doc
tor. Wh at I am saying  is tha t the United Nations doesn’t seem to 
have developed—you have been saying this, too—instruments tha t 
are useful because there is no way of implementing them. The trea
ties, basically, are window dressing because there isn’t any imple
mentation . They provide  some psychological push, a very sl ight push, 
but without implementation we are not going to do much.

Where a convention interferes with sovereignty you have a serious problem.
Mrs. H auser. The last trea ty of significance, the  race treaty, does 

have an implementing procedure. It  is the first one tha t does.
There is a committee of 18 under tha t trea ty made up only, of 

course, o f states’ partie s, and within tha t committee any state party 
can levy a complaint agains t any other state par ty, and, if a state 
party  wishes to, it may adhere to a procedure whereby private citi
zens of that country can levy charges to be heard and investigated 
against the state party .

Thi s is the first effective implementing machinery. Of course, the 
world body itself came to realize tha t the treatie s while they laid 
down law, were s hort on implementation. This is going to make a 
very marked change in the whole t rea ty arrangement. We are not 
a member of tha t trea ty so we cannot participate at all in this 
process.

I should say to give you an illustration of the range of countries, the Uni ted Kingdom, which has plenty  of racial problems at the moment, 
ratified  th at treaty and is tak ing a leading role in this committee of 18.

Mr. F relinghuysen. In your opinion, are we mistaken not to have signed it?
Mrs. H auser. We signed it.
Mr. F relinghuysen. But  we have not ra tified it?
Mrs. H auser. Right.
Mr. Gallagher. If  we join in a censure, say, o f Greece or Brazil, 

would we be morally bound then to cut off our arms shipments? Or in the case of Brazil, would we be morally bound after the  U.N. censure to cutoff aid?
What would be the effect of  the contradictory position?
Mr. Abram. As I stated  it, Mr. Gallagher, I was try ing  to be very 

careful to say tha t we would adopt this policy, I  even called it an eccentric policy, against  friend and foe alike.
It  did not mean dispensing with alliances, and I would assume not 

necessarily dispensing with trade or aid. But it would be an expres
sion of our viewpoint which we have a r ight to express, and we also
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have a right to adhere to certain procedures which are in our vital 
state interests,  certainly, in the kind  of world we live in.

Mr. Gallagher. W ouldn’t it be sor t of a moral contradiction if we 
were to join in a censure of  Greece, fo r instance? We obviously ship 
them arms. We have arrangements for aid with them. Would not we 
be morally bound to cut off such shipments ?

By continuing aid, we would be, in effect, perpetuating a government 
which we have condemned.

Mr. Abram. No more so than if we adopted what one of you sug
gested a moment ago, tha t we carry  on our p rivate  protests, which is, 
afte r all, an expression of our moral point of view, but continue to 
otherwise, have relations with them of a f riendly nature .

Mr. Gallagher. We might be in a position of saying things one way 
not really meaning it.

Mr. Abrams. I don’t think t ha t is as bad as not speaking out.
Mr. Gallagher. How about you, Mrs. Hause r, would you like to 

speak on that?
Mrs. Hauser. The only illust ration  there is is our South African 

policy. We have spoken out on it year aft er year afte r year.
Mr. Gallagher. Tha t is rather clear cut.
Mrs. Hauser. But we haven’t changed our practical policies to South 

Africa.
Mr. Gallagher. That is a li ttle  different than Greece. Anybody can 

get mad and take a free cut a t South Africa . The re is no question that 
many do.

But I am now talking about Greece or Brazil, or Israel.
Mrs. Hauser. You have to make a judgment as to what your military 

interests and your strategic intere sts are and you judge each 
accordingly.

Mr. Gallagher. Let us judge Greece.
Mrs. H auser. I  have to presume that Greece would be responsive 

in her curren t state of need to our strong  pressure on her to change 
some of her practices. T hat  is a personal belief, and I  may be wrong.

Mr. Gallagher. I don’t think  that the regime will relinquish con
trol merely because we censure them. I am asking you what would 
you recommend as our position if  we were to publicly join in a censure 
of Greece, a condemnation of Greece.

Don’t you think it would morally follow tha t we would have to 
cut off our assistance since the criticism is that by sending these ship
ments of aid and arms, fol lowing our NATO commitments, we are, 
in effect, perpe tuating the regime there ?

Mr. F ascell. Whether it  followed or not, Mr. Chairman, i f you will 
pardon  an interruption, it would cer tainly be used politically against 
you. They would beat you over the  head and body with it in the Con
gress and in the international forum. There is no question about it.

One follows the other as natura l as day follows night. But that  
doesn’t go to answering the question of morality  of international gov
ernment. You could phrase tha t another way: Is any government 
totally  moral or is any people total ly moral ? Should tney be totally 
moral ? Should they act in a totally  moral way ? Is  it possible ?

These are fundamental human questions. I think t hat  is where your 
question goes to, Mr. C hairman ; I  t hink  i t goes right to the heart of



the matter. The pressure is going to be there . I don’t think there is 
any question about it.

Don’t you agree ?
Mr. Ajbram. I agree. Bu t I thnk  you have to build law and you have 

to build practice on a case-by-case basis. I  have never heard a defense 
tha t you haven’t gotten everybody who ran through a stoplight; there 
fore, you can’t prosecute me.

Mr. Fascell. I use the defense but I lose every time.
Mr. Abram. You sure will.
Mr. Gallagher. Mrs. Hauser, I think we interrupted you.
Mrs. Hauser. No, I hope I answered your question.
Mr. Fascell. I have been concerned about the overemphasis as I 

saw it in the 3 short months in the United Nations  with respect to the 
problem of money, particularly in the confrontation between the 
underdeveloped countries and the developed countries.

The scramble fo r the buck must be worldwide and it is no different 
in the United Nations. I t may be trans lated  in niceties because we are 
talking about economic development, but what has happened in my 
view is that  there has been so much emphasis  on the scramble for  the 
dollar and the trans lation of that  dolla r into economic development 
in the underdeveloped countries tha t the whole United Nations has lost sight of a very real purpose.

I am just wondering if the polit ical purposes will atrophy. 
Wouldn’t we be better off if we took the wTiole economic side and moved it some place else ?

Let them have it in Geneva or Addis Adaba. or some other place.
Airs. H auser. Do you want an answer or is that  a statement ?
Mr. Fascell. Tha t is one long question.
All righ t, I will restate tha t. Do you think there is undue emphasis 

on the economic aspects of the United Nations?
Mrs. H auser. I  would answer to the contrary, that the more that  

was spent on th at the better  product we would have out of the United Nations.
Mr. Fascell. I don’t agree to tha t philosophy at all but tha t is 

interesting. I don’t think economic development changes basic human 
nature. But tha t is a personal view. Also I don’t think economic 
development has to much to do with the preservation of human rights.How about you, Dr. Abram ?

Mr. Abram. I don’t have an opinion on tha t, Mr. Fascell, except to 
sav tha t I think to the extent tha t w’e can deal with aid as a more and more multilate ral act-----

Mr. Fascell. What is more multilatera l than the TT.N. ?
Mr. Abram. I  agree. To the extent that we deal with our aid policies 

in that way, to the extent possible, I  would pre fer it, because I  think 
it would get us into less difficulties and I think it might make the 
recipient of aid feel it is more given-----

Mr.FAscELL. U.S. policy since World War II  has been predicated  
on the fact tha t to achieve independent and political stabil ity it is 
necessary to achieve economic viabil ity. We went around creating  all 
kinds of economic viability. We may have raised “the standard of 
living” : we may have created some jobs and built some infrastructure.

I am for all of those things and whatever contribution  they make.
But how does that relate to the political issue, the  stability, the in-
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dependence, or the human right?  A retort, with which I  do not agree, 
is that full stomachs make for stability .

Mr. Abram. I think Totewell made the statement a long time ago 
about the French Revolution, that it occurred at the time of rising 
expectations. I  think this is c learly the case. I  don’t thin k aid is the 
way one is able to guarantee political stability. It  may go forward to 
the day when less people will starve. It  may give us an opportunity to 
satisfy our own moral cravings, but I  think aid will not be the vehicle, 
at least the kind that  the world  can afford, to create political stability  
and the absence of war that  we all desire.

Mr. F ascell. But isn’t the crit ical point of human relations human 
rights?

Mr. Abram. Yes, I  think  so.
Mr. Fascell. If  tha t is true, shouldn’t we concentrate on that?  

Shouldn’t we try  to put our best efforts into it?
Mr. Abram. I  would agree we should.
Mr. F ascell. This  is what I am getting  at. In the U.N. resolutions 

are adopted in the political sessions and there are many discourses, all 
of which are useful, but only to the extent of the interfac ing are we 
directly affecting human relations.

Mr. Abram. But don’t forget, human right s does include economic 
and social benefits, as the charter uses it.

Mr. F ascell. I  must say I  have found it, as my colleagues have, a 
very stimulating afternoon. I thank both of you for  being here to 
answer our questions and enlightening us. It  may have crystallized 
some of our own opinions in a helpfu l way.

Mr. Gallagher. Thank you very much, Mrs. Hau ser and Dr. 
Abram, for an enl ightening afternoon.

The subcommittee will stand in recess unti l 2 o’clock tomorrow 
afternoon.

(Whereupon, at 4 :30 p.m. the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p.m., Wednesday, March 4, 1970.)





25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE  UNITED NATIONS 
United  Nat ions in the 1970’s: New Tas ks and Opportunitie s

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 4, 1970

H ouse of Representatives,
Committee  on F oreign Affairs,

Subcommittee on I nternational
Organization and Movements,

Washington, D.C.
The  subcommittee met, pursu ant to recess, at 2:24  p.m., in room 2200, Ray burn House  Office Bui ldin g, Hon. Corne lius E. Gal lagher (chairm an of the subcom mittee)  pres iding.
Mr. Gallagher. The  subcommittee will come to order.
Fo r the past 2 weeks, this subcommittee, with the  help of a long lis t of distinguished witnesses, has been reviewing the operation s of the  U nited Nations.
We have tri ed  t o look at  the organiz atio n in the perspective of the pas t 25 years, to evaluate  what it has accomplished and to see where it  s tands at the  pr esent time.
This afte rnoo n, we propose  to  change our approac h and, instead of looking a t the past , we will concentra te on a b it of crystal ball gazing . We will try  to discover wha t new an d chal leng ing tasks  lie  before the Un ited N ations in the decade tha t l ies ahead .
The  subcommittee is indeed pleased to welcome to  this  forum fou r outstanding ex pe rts : D ean Fra nci s Wilcox of  the School of Advanced Int ern ational Stud ies, Joh ns Hopkins Uni versity , who during his long  service with  the Government, first  with the  staff of  our siste r committee in the Senate, then in the  State  Depar tme nt as Ass istan t Secretary for  Intern ational Org aniz atio n Affai rs, has acquired considerable reputa tion in the field of  i nte rna tional  organiza tion  affa irs;Ambassador Christoph er II.  Phillips,  the  D epu ty U.S. Represe ntative  in the Un ited Nations Security Council, whose experience as a State  legislato r, Government official, businessman and dip lomat has exposed  him to many problems with  which the  U .S. Government has been wre stlin g in the field of fore ign po lic y;
Pro fes sor  Richard Gardn er of Colum bia University Law School, who will be w ith us a bit  la ter,  is the  a uth or of, among othe r publ ication s, the  provocative book “I n Pu rsui t of Wo rld Ord er.” He served in Wa shington and  New York as Depu ty Ass istant Secretary o f S tate  fo r In ter na tio na l Org aniz atio n Affai rs, and  as a member of the U.S. Delegat ions  to several Un ited Nations Gene ral Assemblies; and
Mr. A rthu r Barbe r, Pre sident  of the  I ns titute of Pol itics  and  Pl an ning, whose form er experience in the Dep artm ent  of Defense may help  to provide  an added dimens ion to our discussion today.
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Ge nt lemen , we have  yo ur  st at em en ts  before us, an d we wo uld  ask 
if  we co uld begin with  Dea n W ilc ox .

(B io gra phic al  in fo rm at io n fo llo ws: )
Francis 0. Wilcox, Dean of the  School of Advanced Interna tio na l Studies of 

Joh ns Hopkins University, was born in Columbia Junction, Iowa and  holds AB, 
MA and  I’hD degrees from the  University of Iowa. He was a fellow of the Car
negie Endow ment for International Peace  in 1933 and 1934. Among his many 
governmen t assignmen ts were the follow ing: chief of staff of the Senate Foreign 
Rela tions Committee  from 1947 to 1955; Assistant  Secre tary of Sta te for In ter
nat ional Organization Affairs  from 1955 through 1961: a Member of the U.S. 
Delegation  to the  U.N. Conference in San Francisco in 1945; and member of 
U.S. Delegations to the 1st, 3rd and to subsequent annual meetings of the U.N. 
General Assembly. Dean Wilcox also served as U.S. delegate to a number of world 
conferences.  He is a member of the  Council on Foreign Rela tions and author  of 
many art icles and  books on i nte rna tional  affair s, including (with H. Field Havi
land) The United Sta tes  and the United Nations.

Rich ard Newton Gardner is  a professor of Law and Inte rna tional  Relations at 
Columbia Unive rsity.

A nativ e of New York, Profess or Gardner is a gradua te of H arv ard  University 
and holds advance  degrees from Yale and  Oxford Universit ies. He was a Rhodes 
Scholar at  Oxford. He served as Alt ern ate  U.S. delegate to the 19th U.N. General 
Assembly and  as senior  a dviser to the U.S. Delegations to the 20th and 21st U.N. 
General Assemblies. In 1966, he was appo inted  Deputy Ass istant Secretary of 
Sta te for  I nte rna tional Organization Affairs. From 1967 throu gh 1968 he was also 
deputy  U.S. Representative to the U.N. Commission on the Peace ful Uses of 
Oute r Space.

Prof esso r Gardner is the recip ient of numerous awards including the Deca tur 
Prize for  distinguished scholarship, and is the author  of Sterl ing-Dollar Diplo
macy  (1956), New Directions  in U.S. Foreign  Economic Policy (1959), In  Pur
sui t of World  Order (1964), and  Blueprint for  Peace (1966).

Chris topher H. Phillips  is the  Deputy U.S. Representative to the  United Na
tions. Ambassador Phillips  was bom  of American p arents  in The Hague. Holland, 
and gradua ted  from Harvard University. He was elected to the Mass. State  
Senate in 1948 and  served as Chairman of the Joint Legislative  Committee on 
Labor and In du st ries ; Chairman of th e Mass. Public  Commission on Educa tiona l 
Telev ision; and a member on the Senate Rules Committee. Ambassador  Phillips 
joined the Dep artm ent  of Sta te in 1953 and became Deputy Ass istant Secretary 
of Sta te for In ti Organization  Affairs : U.S. R epre sentative to U.N. Economic and 
Social Council; and Deputy U.S. Representat ive to the U.N. He also served as 
vice cha irman of the  U.S. Civil Service Commission and Chase Ma nha ttan  Bank 
represe ntat ive to U.N.

Arthu r IF. Barber,  Pre sident  of the  Insti tut e of Polit ics and Planning , Wash
ington. D.C., is a nativ e of Connecticut and a graduate  of Ha rva rd University. 
His service with the  U.S. Government included work as a physicist at  the Air 
Force Cambridge (Mass.) Research Cente r and as Deputy Ass istant Secreta ry 
of Defense fo r Intern ational Security  Affairs dur ing  President  Kennedy’s 
adm inis trat ion.

STATEMENT OF FRANCIS 0. WILCOX, DEAN, SCHOOL OF ADVANCED
INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, THE JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY

Dea n W ilcox. T han k yo u ve ry  mu ch , Mr. Cha irm an , an d memb ers  
of  th e committee . I  ap pre ci at e ve ry  mu ch yo ur  k in d  in vi ta tion to  
ap pear  h er e toda y.  As  th e U nit ed  Nat io ns  e nt er s it s 25 th  an ni ve rs ar y,  
it  seems to  me to  be a ve ry  go od  tim e to ev alua te  it s work,  an d to
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attempt to understand better than  we do, perhaps, its limi tations and 
potentials for the future.

It  has been suggested tha t I might  survey the broad spectrum of 
options tha t face us in connection with our role in the  United Nations, 
and our quest for a viable world order. This is a rather  difficult th ing 
to do in a short period of time, but if I can s tir up a few questions, 
perhaps my presentat ion-----

Mr. F ascell. I don’t think you will have any trouble doing that.
Dean Wilcox. Perhaps then my presentation will serve a useful 

purpose.
Obviously, I do not have to repeat in detail the assumptions on 

which this paper is based : namely that the  United Nations has changed 
greatly  in the last 25 years, that the world in which it operates has 
changed very greatly, and tha t the United  Nations has been subject 
to a good many criticisms, either because it  is too strong, if you look 
at it from the point of view of some people, or because i t is too weak, 
if you look at it from the point  of view of other people. Clearly one 
of the greatest criticisms has been directed a t its  growing membership, 
and the resultant unwieldy natu re of the General Assembly, and the 
fear on the par t of some people t ha t we can’t re ly upon the Assembly 
now to take dependable action with respect to world peace, that we 
ought not to trus t the great problems of world peace to the whims 
and the caprices of an unwieldy organ like the General Assembly.

Wha t I propose to  do, therefore, in a very short time—and I have 
put my thoughts in longer compass for the record—I propose to 
go over very briefly some of the options tha t we might think of, at 
least, in looking at this  whole problem—options that have to do with 
our relationship to the United Nations, and its role in world affairs.

One option obviously is tha t of weighted voting. It  is an obvious 
approach to the problem. I t does seem a bit ridiculous tha t a sta te like 
the Maidive Islands  should have the same voting power as the  Soviet 
Union, and i t is equally ridiculous tha t sta tes possessing only about a 
tenth of the world’s populat ion, and contr ibuting only about a 20th 
of the UN budget, could command the two-thirds vote necessary for 
important decisions.

Now weighted voting has been used in the World  Bank, the In ter 
national Monetary Fund , the Wheat  Council, and other economic 
organizations, but it has not been used successfully in any general 
interna tional  organization like the United Nations. For a number of 
reasons, which I have outlined in my writt en statement, including 
part icularly  the very strong opposition of the small states, I  do not 
think this is a feasible option which we can reply upon in the near 
future .

We might possibly get some cooperation from the small states, 
if the great powers were ready  to come fo rward with a package pro
posal involving some very important disarmament agreement, which 
would carry  with it a really important gesture in the direction of 
world peace, coupled with a large-scale mul tilateral aid program. If  
the United States and the Soviet Union were to come forth with a 
proposal like that, which would be really meaningful, in terms of  the 
small states and their  intere st in peace and progress, they might be 
willing to get on a weighted voting bandwagon.
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Otherwise, I  t hink there isn’t much hope in th is d irection—at least in the near future .
A second option  is what I call a “return ” to the Security Council.And by tha t, I mean, the reinvigoration of the Security Council, so tha t it migh t once aga in assume the main responsibility for the maintenance of world  peace. As the 24th Session of the Assembly came to an end in December, 1969, an AP  repo rt on the work of the Assembly in the  Washing ton Post  read as follows:
Small Nations Outvote U.S. and Russia  at UN.The session produced a small nation revolt against the U.S. and the Soviet Union, but lit tle else.
Reads the report.

The small nations  sponsored resolutions on disarmament and exploration ofthe ocean floor, which they rammed through the Assembly, despite objections *from the super powers.
Experiences like th is have tended to convince the Soviet Union and the United States  tha t they probably ought  to lean more on th e Security  Council in the future  than they have in the past . And there are some hopeful signs of slow progress in th is direction. Both the United States  and the Soviet Union have indicated a willingness to reopen negotiations under  article 43 of the charter, providing fo r the creation of an effective U.N. peacekeeping arrangement . I also think the  signing of the Non-Prolifera tion Trea ty, following which the United States, the U.S.S.R., and the United Kingdom agreed to special Security  Council action on behalf of nonnuclear signatories of the treaty , threatened  with  nuclear attack,  indicates  some tendency to return to the Securi ty Council.

I have suggested that certain  steps m ight  be taken in the event tha t this option is pursued. I  would think, for example, th at if  the great powers would be will ing to renounce their use of the  veto with respect to the peaceful settlement of disputes, this  would certainly  go a long way toward strengthening the Securi ty Council and giving  it  some additional v itality.
We might also want to explore the membership of the Council, as to whether we might w ant to  add to the  membership. There is Japan, for example, the th ird  indus trial  power in the world, but  once we begin adding to the permanent membership, we could certainly open a can of worms that  might be very difficult indeed.A third option, which some people have suggested, is t ha t of a concert of the free nations. Senator Fulbr igh t p ut this type of proposal forward some years ago. He said i t ought to be pursued as far  as possible within the framework of United Nations, but in large measure, it must be pressed outside of the  U.N., through instrumentalities th at reflect a limited but real community of common interest.Now I  thin k tha t in view of the attachmen t of  the small sta tes for the U.N., th at organization must remain far more than  ju st th e “symbol of our aspirations,” as Senator Fu lbr igh t suggests. I  would also doubt the wisdom of using NATO as a nucleous for the building of an organization of this type. Certainly I  don’t think  very many nations are about to join NATO. Malta migh t and possibly Spa in, i f it were given the opportunity. But it  doesn’t seem to me th at  this is a very fru itfu l avenue to explore at this  stage in world history. I t is basically
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a cold war concept. It  migh t have had some validity a decade or so ago, 
but in these days,  I think it would not serve as either a satis facto ry 
substitute for or a complement to the United Nations.

A four th area that  offers greater  hope lies in the development of 
regional agencies, like the Organization of American States, and  the 
Organization of Afri can U nity, so t ha t they migh t assume a  g rea ter 
burden in the important tasks of peacemaking and peacekeeping.

The OAS, I  think , is the one great exception to the general con
clusion tha t the regional agencies have not done as well as the framers  
of the char ter had hoped they would do in 1945. I t has been able to 
settle most of the disputes tha t have arisen in the new world, large ly 
because of the strong leadership and the power o f the United States. 
But  the fact is th at most o f these regional agencies lack the three grea t 
attributes that I believe all regional agencies ought to have to be 
successful.

The first one is the strong  leadership of at  least one relatively power
ful na tion; secondly, the membership of the states in the ar ea ; and 
thirdly , a real unity of purpose among the member states.

When you look a t the Organization of African Unity, for example, 
you quickly see that  it lacks a t least two of these qualifications, and the 
same problem applies to the Arab League. None of the Arab States  
are  equipped, either milit arily  or economically, to give the organization  
the strong leadership it  needs.

NATO, too, can be cited as an example. It  has been quite successful 
as a deterrent, but  when you look at the geographic  boundaries of 
NATO, you begin to recognize some of the limitations upon it. The 
United Kingdom is a member, but Irelan d is not. France and P ortu gal  
belong, but Spain does not belong. Norway and  Denmark are members, 
but  Sweden and F inla nd are outside. I taly and West Germany are in,  
but Austria and Switze rland remain aloof. Greece and Turkey belong, 
but  not Yugoslavia.

Fo r this and for other reasons there are obvious limitation on both 
the economic and the political expansion of NATO.

Dr. Henry Kissinger has commented on the regional activities of 
these agencies, in this  manner. “Regional grouping?” he says, “sup
ported  by the United States, will have to take over major responsibil ity 
for thei r immediate areas, with the United States  being concerned 
more with the overall framework of order  than with the manage
ment of every regional enterprise .”

Now there is some logic in this argument, and one can site a good 
many examples in the economic field, especially where considerable 
progress has been made. Bu t the fact is that more and more of our 
really difficult problems are global in character,  and require global 
answers.

World security problems, disarmament, human rights, outer space, 
the development of the new countries, East-West  relations, colonialism, 
the ocean floor, the control of nuclear weapons, the pollution of  the en
vironment, world trade , monetary problems, are all rath er obvious 
cases in point.

These problems all transcend regional boundary lines, and in the 
final analysis, must be dealt with primarily by international o rganiza
tions geared to handle global problems.
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A f ifth option t ha t has been suggested is the functional approach to peace. Some people believe that  the best approach to world order lies m developing cooperation among the nations  in the social, economic, humanita rian and technical fields. The father of  functionalism, David Mitrany, once said that  “a world society is more likely to grow through doing things together in workshop and marketplace rather  than by signing pacts in chancelleries.'’ There is a great  deal to be said fo r this point of view’. One can ask, however, whetlier it will do much good to make arrangements for the delivery of mail in Afghanistan, or to eliminate malaria  in Central America, if we can’t prevent a nuclear war.
Yet most people agree tha t there is a direct relationship between social and economic progress, and the grea t issues of war  and peace, between hunger, poverty, disease and illiteracy on the one hand and world tensions on the other. I think the United Nations has moved ahead with rather modest progress in these fields, bu t the sad fact remains that the organization has not been given an opportun ity by the members to test this functiona l approach. The framers of the charter had hoped tha t the specialized agencies would be able to work in a relatively isolated atmosphere, without the political pressures of the General Assembly or the member states inter fering with the technical progress which they had envisaged in these agencies.
What has happened you all know’. We have had a grea t deal of animosity generated by the cold war, in the WHO, ILO, UNESCO, and FAO, and we have had this  animosity accompanied by the friction and the quarrels growing out of the dissolution of the western colonial system. This latter development is now, I think,  exceeding in 

intensity  the heat of the cold war. As a result  i t has been very difficult for those who wanted to rid the world of malaria, or to improve the agriculture of the new countries, to work out these problems peacefully. Instead they have been subjected to heated debates over the seating of Communist China, the aparthe id policy in South Africa, the wickedness of the capital system, and politica l matters.
While it is clearly in our interest to cooperate in all these areas, where we can, and certainly to  work out the answers to these problems with the Soviet Union and other s tates, the funct ional ist approach is certainly  not the answer to all our prayers.
Now the next option would be world order through world law. Time will not permit me to go into this option, except to say tha t in the last 10 or 15 years, the supporters in the  United States who have generally argued in favor of world order through world law, now seem to be declining in number.
The fact is tha t there are so many complexities involved in a ttem pting to build anything like a world federation, th at it discourages most people who have had any practical experience in this  field from thin king along these lines.
The final option, Mr. Chairman , tha t I have outlined in my paper would lie in the direction of strengthening the United Nations. I see more prospect and more hope in this direction than I do in any of these other areas, al though I hasten to add tha t the options are not mutually exclusive.
The United Nations, as we have pointed out, has fa iled to live up to our h igh hopes and expectations. We also know th at we can’t rely on
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the old alliance system. We know tha t world  government is no t within 
our grasp, and we know tha t regional agencies can’t take over al l the 
big problems th at the United Nat ions was supposed to handle.

But  I do find some hope in the next 10 years in what the United 
Nations  migh t do if we take steps to streng then it, and I suggest 
in my final section some 10 or 12 points that 1 won’t take time to 
discuss now because the  minutes are slipping by, but I just want  to 
briefly mention them. You will see th at these are modest steps but  I 
think they would indicate some interest  on our par t in the United 
Nations  and tend to strengthen  the organizat ion, and possibly restore 
confidence in its work.

They are not world shaking in the ir importance individually,  but 
they would be helpfu l in showing our interest in the work of the 
organization.

Fi rst  of all, we should take some steps to increase the amount of 
economic and technical aid going to developing countries through 
U.N. channels, as tha t organization demonst rates its capacity to  do the 
job. In  other words I would put more emphasis on multila teral  aid, and 
I imagine this is an objective that  most members of this committee 
would support.

I would even go so far as to suggest tha t the  United States take the 
lead in proposing the establishment of a fairly large mult ilateral de
velopment program, perhaps $4 or $5 million in size, as soon as the 
Vietnam situation would permit.

The second thing I would like to do is to take certain steps to 
strengthen United Nations aid machinery. We ought to do what we 
can to help in this  second development decade—to which wTe should 
give our strong support—to help strengthen U.N. machinery for the 
coordination of the work of the specialized agencies and the other  
U.N. organs in the aid field.

As Sir  Robert Jackson’s recent study suggests, although the U.N. 
development program has done a good job, the system needs to be 
drastically overhauled, and we should join other U.N. members in 
pursu ing this task with real zeal.

The thi rd thin g I would suggest is continued support for a modest 
standby U.N. peace force, which would be available to help put  out 
brush fires and resolve crises that might arise. The force ought to be 
a small one, perhaps 5,000 in number a t the outset, made up of volun
teers from the smaller and medium-sized members of the U.N. On 
our part , we should be generous in  our offers of financial and logistic 
support, including food, equipment, medical supplies, and transport 
facilities.

Fourthly , we ought to do what we can to encourage the stream lining  
of the  General Assembly. I t has gotten to be a large, unwieldy organ, 
with 126 members, and it would certainly be in our national interest  
and in the interest of world peace, to improve the committee struc ture, 
perhaps establishing committees to meet between sessions of the As
sembly, and to impose some limits on debate. It  would also be helpfu l 
to set up a more effective system of establishing priorit ies, and al locat
ing the Assembly’s time in dealing with matters on the agenda.

Fifth , I would like to see the United States take the lead in re
nouncing the righ t of veto with respect to the peaceful settlement of
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disputes, and in encouraging the other permanent  members of the Security Council to do likewise.
Sixth, we ought to repeal the Connally amendment. If  we want to give some real substance to the concept of world order through world law, or at least the rule of law concept, we should now wi thdraw the limitat ion tha t we imposed upon our acceptance of the compulsory jurisdiction of the World  Court. This would give a real impetus to the work of the Court, which it  has, I  think dampened up to th is point.Seventh, I would like to see our  country take the lead in help ing to liquidate the rather large United Nations debt that  now hangs over the head of tha t Organization and put ting  it on a sounder financial basis. This could be done by absorbing our share of the  debt, working out more effective measures for obtaining annual contributions,  and by exploring the possibility of providing new sources of revenue, per haps from the exploitation of the resources of the sea, or a small U.N. tax on mail. In  this connection, I would like to make arrangements also for the U.N. to  accept volunteer contributions from individuals, donations and corporations.
Eigh th, I would hope the  United  States would give all the encouragement we can to the U.N. in its dealings with new problems that  might  emerge. I refer to such problems as outer space, the seabed, and the ocean floor, overpopulation, and the pollution of the enviromnent. We can be helpful in terms of equipment, financial support, and organizational structure. The more we can lend our support to the U.N. in such matte rs the more we can help bring  vit ality  to the Organization, as it comes to grips  with these really relevant problems of the modern world.
Ninth , it  seems to me the Uni ted States should help move the  Organization toward  universality. That means, to me at least, a two-China policy and a t an appropriate  stage, taking the steps necessary to b ring the divided countries of Korea, Vietnam, and Germany into the Organization.
In doing this, of course, we ought not  to allow the Republic of China to be ousted from the United Nations. We have obligations there which we should fulfill. Moreover we should take apropriate steps to keep the ministates  in their  place. We certain ly should not encourage these very small states tha t are not viable coming into the Organization.Ten, with respect to human rights, I am pleased that  President  Nixon has once again asked for Senate approval of the Genocide Convention. This seems to me to be the least we can do to indicate at this stage our  interest in the  human r ights program of the Un ited Nations. There are also certain  other conventions in the human rights field that we should ra tify.
Eleven, with respect to the expansion of U nited Nations headquarters, it is clear tha t the Organization has outgrown its headquarters  building in New York. It  is my hope th at our Government would be willing to  make a contribution of some $20 million to  the expansion of the U.N. headquarters . If  we don’t, the project  may very well collapse, and certain important U.N. programs would be compelled to leave New York. Such a development would be most unfortuna te for the work of tha t Organization .
The final point  deals with regionalism. I  think we ought to do what we can to  encourage the development of regional agencies, both in the
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economic and the political fields. In this connection I  agree with the 
UNA-U SA Panel on “Controlling  Conflicts in the 1970’s” tha t it  may 
be possible to enhance the  capability of some of the regional agencies, 
like the OAS and the OAU, for the conciliation of disputes among 
thei r members, and I  suggest in my paper how the United States might 
help in this  regard.

Finally, I  would say tha t deeds speak louder than words in world 
politics. A few concrete acts like the ones I  have outlined will do far  
more than a dozen flowery speeches to indicate our interes t in the 
Organization and our support  for its work.

• Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(Dean Wilcox’s complete statement follows:)

T he  United Nations and Some Alternatives to World Ordera
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: My name is Francis  O. Wilcox.

I am presently Dean of The Johns  Hopkins School of Advanced In ternational 
Studies here in Washington. Prior to tha t I served for more than  five years as 
Assistan t Secretary of State  for Inte rnational  Organization Affairs. Ear lier  in 
my career it was my privilege to serve for a decade as Chief of Staff of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. In these capacities I have attended a 
good many meetings of the United Nations and it s Specialized Agencies—includ
ing the San Francisco Conference in 1945.

I apprecia te very much your kind invitation to appear before your committee 
today on this importan t subject. As the United Nations enters its 25th anniversary 
year, it  is highly desirable that we make every effort to understan d its  limitations 
and its potentials, learn  from pas t experience, and try  to determine just wha t 
these lessons mean for the future.

It  has been suggested tha t I survey the broad spectrum of options tha t face 
us in connection with our role in the UN and our  quest for a  viable world order. 
It  is obviously a rather difficult thing to do in a shor t period of time but if my 
presentat ion stirs up some questions in your minds, at  l east it  wil l have served 
a useful purpose.

We start, of course, with the assumption tha t both the Uni ted Nations and the 
World community have changed rad ically since 1945. The UN it self has changed 
from an Organization of fifty-one members to an almost universal  Organization 
of one hundred and twenty-six members; from an Organization that had as its 
principal objective the maintenance  of world peace against the possible r esu r
gence of fascis t aggression to an Organization fa r more concerned with the 
liquidation  of western colonialism, economic development and the betterment of 
mankind. In its brief twenty-five years it has .scored a good many successes .but 
it has also been criticized for its failure to develop the peaceful settlement  p ro
cedures outlined in the Charter, and the machinery for enforcement action con-

• templated by the  founding fathe rs.
More recently it has been criticized for its inability to come to grips with  

such impor tant political questions ,as Vietnam, Berlin and the  problems in the 
Middle East. In the western world much of the criticism centers around the 
grea t influx of new members and the changing na ture  of the General Assembly. 

» There is a growing fear in some quarte rs at least that we cannot rely upon a
huge, unwieldly body like the Assembly for a dependable response to a crisis 
situat ion ; t ha t we should not ent rust  the cause of peace to the whims and caprices 
of an unmanageable, deliberative body of this kind.

Whether these criticisms and fears  are justified, may be open to question. 
In any event, given the situat ion in which we find ourselves it  is only na tural to 
ask wha t the alternatives  are. What other  choices do we have? It  may be helpful 
to pass in quick review some of the alternatives suggested by various groups and 
individuals.

I .  weighted voting

One rather obvious approach to the problem would be to inaug urate  a system 
of weighted voting by which the voting strength of a country in the General
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Assembly would more nearly conform to its  position of power and influence 
in the world. It  does seem a bit ridicu lous that  a sta te like the Maidive Islands, 
with a population of less tha n 100,000, should have the same voting power as 
India or the  Soviet  Union. It  seems even more ridiculous when one realized 
that  sta tes possess ing only about one-tenth of the world ’s popula tion and con
trib uting only one-twentieth  of the UN budget could command the  two- thirds 
vote necessary  fo r Assembly action on impor tan t questions.

Weighted voting has of course  been used successfully  in the World  Bank  and 
the International Monetary Fun d where  voting strength is roughly in propor tion 
to the financial cont ribut ion of the member states . The European Community 
and  the Intern ational Wheat Council—among others—have also used the prin
ciple of weighted voting. But  it is much more difficult to devise an effective 
voting system for  a general world organization  like the UN that  would combine 
the  twin princ iples of workabil ity and acceptability .

For  example, wha t crit eria  should be used in determ ining  the  voting  power 
of a sta te?  Population? Gross n ational product? Geographic  ar ea?  Foreign trad e? 
Literacy?  Contr ibution to the  United  Nations?  Mil itary strength? Dedication to 
humanitarian principles? The mere complication  of such a lis t is indicative  of 
the complexity of th e problem.

Moreover, any formula that  is at all reasonable  would have to put  a good deal 
of emphasis on population . Here one is immedia tely reminded of Ind ia and 
Mainland China  and the fan tas tic  growth rate tha t cha ract erizes their  .already 
huge populations. Clearly a move in thi s direction would be very detr imental  
to the voting  position of the United Sta tes and the western coun tries  generally .

This would not be the case, of course, if votes were allocated according to the 
financial con tribu tions of member states. In recent years the Atlanti c Com
munity countrie s have contributed about 75 percen t of the  UN’s expenses with 
more than 40 percent normally coming from the United States.  If  voting  power 
were based on contr ibutions alone, the Atla ntic sta tes  would be placed in a very 
favorable position.

Such a move would be open to serious  objection, however, because it  would 
draw  an invid ious distinction  between rich and poor nations . Given the trem en
dous differences th at  exist  among nations  with respect to the ir capacity to pay, 
the  con tribu tions scale woulfl seem to be an even less reliab le crit erion than 
population for  determining voting power.

In any event, any voting formula of this sort  would run into the buzz-saw 
opposition of the small states. They consider the ir vote in the General Assembly 
as the ir badge of membership in  th e w orld community. Moreover, fo r very under
standable reasons they strongly support the  principle of sta te equality  and 
bitt erly  resent  the idea of second-class citizenship.  They would fight to the  las t 
ditch to avoid giving up the ir privileged position in the  General Assembly.

Having said  this . I mus t adm it there is one quid pro quo th at  might possibly 
get results. If  th e Soviet Union and the  United States were to p resent  the United 
Nations with  a comprehensive disarmame nt agreement carrying with it real 
prospects for  a last ing peace, the sma ller  sta tes  would cer tain ly be greatly  
impressed. And if, on top of this, the  two superpowers would make avail able  a 
substan tial  port ion of the ir disa rmamen t savings  to launch a large-scale UN 
Development Program of fou r or five billion dollars , even the  sma ller  natio ns 
might get on the weighted voting  band wagon. If  the cold war  atmo sphere could 
be replaced by meaningful cooperation among the gre at powers on beha lf of 
peace and progress, who can say what the  smal ler sta tes  might  be willing to do?

II.  A RETURN TO TIIE SECURITY COUNCIL

If a system of weighted voting is not feasible, and  the General Assembly 
becomes more unwieldy and unre liable as an ins trum entality for  politi cal action, 
ano ther option would be to reinvigorate the  Security  Council and  res tore  to it  
the  main  responsibility  for the  main tenance of world peace. Th is would, of 
course, requ ire at  least  the taci t consen t of the permanent members. It  would 
also reverse a tren d which has  been going on since 1950 and  which has been 
encouraged by the smaller nat ions.

As the  twenty-fourth session of the  General  Assembly came to an end late  
in December. 1909, an Associated Pre ss repo rt on the work of the  Assembly 
was headlined  in the Washington Post  as fol low s: “Small Nations Outvote  U.S. 
and Russia at  UN.” The session “produced a small-nation revo lt aga inst  the 
United Sta tes  and the Soviet Union but  l itt le else,” r ead s the  r epor t. “The small 
nations sponsored  resolu tions on disa rmamen t and explorations of the ocean



floor which they ramm ed through  the Assembly despi te objections from the  two 
superpow ers.”

Inc idents  like these, I believe, have alread y convinced the  United Sta tes and 
the  Soviet Union th at  a grea ter  reliance on th e Security Council would probably 
be in the nat ional int ere sts  of both count ries. The Middle East crisis  of 15)67 
also  demonst rated  that , on cold war issues a t least , the  General Assembly m ight  
iind it increasing ly difficult to arr ive  at  a consensus. On th at  occasion, when the 
United Sta tes and the Soviet Union held conflicting views, very  litt le was done. 
The Soviet proposal to withdr aw Israeli troops from lan ds occupied dur ing the  
seven-day war was rejected  by the  Assembly. Bu t so was  our proposal which 
would have tied the wi thd raw al of Israeli  forces to an over-all peace settlement . 
Both  failed to receive the  necessary  two-thirds vote. The two  g rea t powers being 
at  odds, the Assembly, in effect, did noth ing and the  mat te r la te r went to the 
Security  Council for action. Th is str iking example may tend to discourage both 
sides from  using the  Assembly f or  cold-war purposes.

The re are  some hopefu l signs of slow progress. In  recent yea rs both the  United 
Sta tes  and  the Soviet Union have expressed a willingness  to reopen discussions 
under Article 43 in order to dete rmin e whe ther  it  would be possible to work out 
more effective  peace-keeping arra ngemen ts. In 1964, the  Soviet Union suggested 
th at  UN forces be made  up of uni ts from the  middle  and smalle r powers ra ther  
than  from the perm anent members of the Security Council. T he Soviets have also 
suggested that  the Mil itary Staff Committee—originally  set up to advise the 
Security Council on enforcement actio n—migh t be enla rged  to include non
permanen t members of the  Council as well as the  five g reat powers. Fina lly, it 
will be recalled that  af te r the  signing of the  Non -Pro liferation Treaty,  the 
United State s, the  Soviet Union, and the United  Kingdom agreed to specia l 
Security  Council action on beh alf of non-nuclear signatorie s of the Treaty 
threaten ed with nuc lear attack.

Tra ditiona lly,  of course, the Soviet Union has emphatically denied the ju ri s
dic tion  of the Assembly over peace-keeping act ivi ties  especia lly, and has in
siste d th at  all such operations be conducted within the fram ework of the 
Security Council where the veto applies . Their  form al position remains “re tur n 
to the  Ch arter. ” The  United Sta tes,  on the other hand, sponsored the Unit ing 
for  Peace Resolu tion in 1950—largely  because of the excessive use of the  veto 
in the  Security Council—and  thu s took the  lead  in shi ftin g the  focus of power 
from the Council to the  General Assembly. Now we app ear  read y to emphasize 
the  primary role of the  Council once more, although retain ing  the  present right 
in an emergency to have access to the  General Assembly if action by the Council 
is blocked by the veto.

In the even t the re should be a real  “re turn” to the Security Council, con
sidera tion should be given to two courses of action. In the  firs t place, steps 
should  be take n to soften the  impact of the veto. This could be done by a libe ral 
int erp retation of the Ch art er which  does not clea rly define the  kinds of deci
sions th at  requ ire the concurring  votes of the permanen t members . In April, 
1949. the  Assembly recommended to the Council th at  some thir ty-one decisions 
should be made by an affirmative vote of any seven members, and that  the  
Council should conduct its business accordingly . Included in the  lis t were  a 
number of decisions—such as those relating to the  peaceful sett lement of dis
putes and the admiss ion of new members—to which the  veto had  previously 
applied . If  the permanen t members were  real ly serious in thei r desi re to make 
the Council a more effective  organ of the UN, they could proceed to recons ider 
thi s im por tan t recommendation of the General Assembly.

In the  second place, although thi s would undoubtedly  st ir  up many difficulties, 
steps might be taken to revise the  composition of the Security  Council, especially  
with  respe ct to permanen t membership. Cer tain ly Japan, the  th ird  rank ing in
dustr ial  power in the  w orld,  should  have a perman ent seat . So should India and 
the  Federal  Republic of Germany when the time comes f or its  admission  to the  
UN. Permanen t or semi-perm anent seats might also go to  Brazil,  Italy, Nigeria, 
Pakis tan  and Indonesia . In recent  yea rs the  Council has been handicapped by 
the  fac t that  too many small, w’eak sta tes  have been voted  to membership 
withou t any  regard  to thei r possible con tribu tion to the  mainten ance of peace 
and secur ity. In line wi th the  principle  that  power  and  responsibility go hand-  
in-hand, it is clea r th at  the  sta ture  of the  Security Council and  its capac ity to 
tak e effective action would be enhanced if more of the  imp ortant  members of 
the world  community  were  to occupy Council sea ts on a reg ula r basis.
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I I I . A CONCERT OF T H E  FREE  NA TIONS
There is anothe r approach to the problem which revolves around the proposal made some years ago for a concert of the free nations. This objective, as it was outlined by Senator J. William Fulbright, should be pursued “as far  as possible within the United Nations. In  large measure, however, i t must be pressed outside of the UN, through instrumentalities that  reflect a limited but real community of common interests.”
There are two points in this proposal which disturb me. In the first place, unless one ignores  the deep attachment  of the new countries to the UN, that organization must remain far  more than a mere “symbol of our aspira tions,”—as Senator Fulbr ight put it. In fact, the UN has many important functions tha t it ,alone can perform. It  would be penny-wise and pound-foolish if, in seeking to build a community of the free nations, we should allow our solid support for the UN to languish.
Moreover, I would doubt the wisdom of attempting to use the NATO alliance as a “nucleus of machinery” for anything like a concert of the free nations. *Theoretically, of course, this could be done either by expanding the geographic scope of NATO or by creating a new security system designed to bring together all those free nations willing to assume join t defense commitments.But what other governments would jo in NATO at this juncture in world history? Malta might and possibly Spain if she were given the opportunity. Certainly most state s in the neutral ist camp would be unwilling to join any such concert because of its military natu re and because of their apprehension tha t it might become a purely anti-communist alliance.Nor do the prospects for any significant expansion of NATO’s work in the economic field appear particularly  bright. NATO is too closely associated with nuclear weapons and military  power in the minds of many people to enable it to tackle economic problems except on a restric ted basis.I would agree tha t it might be helpful for the United States and Canada to move towards more effective partic ipation  in the economic work of the OECD, the Common Market, the Coal and Steel Community and the European Atomic Energy Community. This kind of cooperation can be very helpful if it is kept in proper perspective. The centr al question here is the degree of cooperation between the United States and the Atlantic Community tha t is consistent with our broader intere sts in the UN. If it is based on the simple proposition tha t free world state s must federate or unite  in order to defeat the communist menace, then it could lead to harmful results , since most states would certa inly resent the idea tha t they must choose sides in the struggle between Eas t and West.

In any event, Mr. Chairman, it  appears to me tha t the concert of the free nations is essentially a cold-war concept. It  may have had some relevance a decade or more ago, but the world has changed since tha t time, and I do not believe any useful purpose could be served in considering it either as a supplement to or a substitute for the United Nations.
1IV. DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL AGE NCIES

Still another possibility lies in the development of the regional agencies like the Organization of American States and the Organization of African Unity so that they might assume a greater burden in the important tasks  of peacemaking and peacekeeping. Before the end of World War II,  the dream of Winston Churchill was to create a series of regional organizations tha t would serve as the great pillars on which the  world order would rest. Admittedly, the regional agencies have been something less than perfect in this respect. Some of them have been helpful, but they have not supported and complemented the UN as the framers of the UN Charter hoped they would.The Organization of American States is perhaps the one great  exception. By and large it  has helped resolve most of the disputes tha t have arisen in the new world largely because of the power and the strong leadership of the United States. The most recent example is the action of the OAS in bringing to an end the mini-war between Honduras and El Salvador in the summer of 1969. On the other hand, the Organization’s efforts to create  an OAS peace force have collapsed, largely because of the f ear  some s tates have tha t it would be dominated by the United States.
Unfortunately most of the regional agencies lack the three grea t attribute s they should have in order to be successful: 1) the strong leadersh ip of at least
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one relatively powerful sta te;  2) the membership of the states in the ar ea ; and 
3) a real unity of purpose among the members. The Organization of African 
Unity is a case in point. With  Nigeria torn by revolution, what  sta te could 
be expected to assume a position of leadership for the African continent? And 
how much unity of purpose can the OAU generate? Its  members are certa inly 
agreed on the des irabili ty of ridding the continent of the  las t vestiges of western  
colonialism. B ut beyond that when one surveys the deep differences between the 
states of northern Africa and Africa south of the Sahara, between French- and 
English-speaking Africa, and between states under  white rule and states under  
black rule, one must conclude tha t it will be extremely difficult to evolve any 
real unity of purpose in Africa for some time to come.

The Arab League suffers f rom some of the same weaknesses. None of the Arab 
state s are equipped—either milita rily or economically—to give the  organizat ion 
the strong leadersh ip it needs. Moreover, even though hostili ty towards Isra el 
gives the League a certa in focus or unity of purpose, its members seem to be 
constantly working at cross purposes, torn by mistrust, jealousies and bitter

• personal rivalries.
In most of the regional agencies the membership problem remains a serious 

obstacle. Take SEATO for example. SEATO may have served a useful purpose 
at the time of its origin in deterring the aggressive designs of international  
communism. But  how can SEATO possibly be helpful in settling  disputes in 
South and Southeast Asia so long as important states like India, Indonesia, 
Burma and Malaysia are not members?

NATO, too, has been eminently successful in its principal mission—that  of 
providing a shield against possible Russian thrusts into Western Europe. A 
par tial  roll call of European states however, demonstrates some of the economic 
and political limita tions inherent in the NATO system. Thus, the United King
dom is a member of NATO, but Ireland is not. France and Portugal belong, but 
Spain does no t; Norway and Denmark are members, while Sweden and Finla nd 
are  outs ide; It aly  and West Germany are in, but Austria and Switzerland remain 
alo of; Greece and Turkey belong, but not Yugoslavia.

The obvious fac t is tha t few, if any, of the big issues that have the ir focus 
in other regions of the world can be resolved within the NATO framework. 
Dutch differences with Indonesia, Portugal’s troubles in Angola and Mozambique, 
Belgium’s role in the Congo, and the whole complex of problems in the Middle 
East, all found th eir way into the broader forum of the UN. Even problems like 
Cyprus and Algeria, which had the ir focus within the geographic area  of NATO, 
ultimately had to be dealt with by the UN.

Nevertheless, there can be no question that these regional agencies have 
injected an element of stability  into the troubled world. The very existence of 
NATO, the OAS and the Warsaw Pact, for example, has discouraged grea t 
power interference in areas outside their  own spheres of influence. Moreover, 
the OAS, and more recently the OAU, on a number of occasions have success
fully acted as courts of first resor t and have settled disputes among thei r 
members. The OAU, in an encouraging burst of vitality, helped resolve differ-

• ences between Algeria and Morocco, Somalia and Ethiopia, and Ghana and 
Upper Volta. Yet it  failed to bring an end to the costly and bloody civil war in 
Nigeria.

What of the futu re?  Dr. Lincoln Bloomfield has suggested tha t the sheer 
complexity of the modern world may argue for  a struc ture of more manageable

• proportions. “Security, we were told in 1945, was indivisible,” he wrote several 
years ago. “ (Today) our best bet  may be to divide security up into smaller pieces 
in order to keep the larg er structure from being overloaded.” Dr. Henry 
Kissinger has commented along much the same lines. “Regional groupings sup
ported by the US will have to take  over major responsibility for  their immediate 
areas,” he has said, “with the US being concerned more with the over-all f rame 
work of order than with the management of every regional enterprise.”

There is of course some logic to this argument. In the economic field especially 
some modest developments have taken place tha t are rather  encouraging. One 
can cite parti cularly the common market  organization in Europe and Ceneral 
America, and certain economic cooperation on a regional basis even in Africa and 
Southeast Asia. But the f act is that more and more of our really difficult problems 
are global in n ature and require a global solution. World security problems, dis
armament, human rights, ou ter space, the development of the new countries. East- 
West relations, colonialism, the ocean floor, the control of nuclear weapons, the 
pollution of the environment, world trade, and monetary problems are all cases
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in po in t. Th os e pr ob lems al l tr an sc en d re gi on al  bo un da ry  lin es  an d,  in th e fin al 
analy si s,  ca n be dea lt  w ith  only  b y an  in te rn ati onal or ga ni za tion  ge ar ed  to  ha nd le  
glob al  pro bl em s.

V. T H E  FU N C TIO N A L AP PR OA CH

Some  pe op le  be lieve  th a t th e be st  ap pro ac h to  wor ld  ord er  lie s in  deve loping  
co op er at io n am on g th e nat io ns in th e so ci al , eco nomic, hum anit ari an  an d te ch 
ni ca l fie lds . By br in gi ng  s ta te s to get her  to re so lve th e ir  d iff eren ce s on no n- po lit ical  
issu es , th e  arg um ent runs , hab it s of  co op er at io n will  be develop ed  which  wi ll 
en ab le  th em  to  ta ck le  th e ir  po li tica l pr ob le m s w ith  a g re a te r de gr ee  of  suc cess.  
As D av id  M it ra ny,  th e fa th e r of fu nc tion al is m , puts  it , a w or ld  so ciety  is  “m ore 
like ly  to  g ro w  thro ugh d oin g th in gs  to geth er in  w orks ho p an d m ar ket  plac e ra th e r 
th an  by  s ig ni ng  pac ts  in ch an ce ller ie s.”

One m ay  well  as k ju s t w hat good i t  wi ll do to mak e arr an gem en ts  fo r the 
de live ry  of  m ai l to  A fg ha ni st an , or  el im in ate  m ala ri a  from  C en tr al  America,  if  
we  ca nn ot  pre ve nt a nu cl ea r w ar . Ye t m os t people wo uld  ag re e th ere  is a di re ct  
re la ti onsh ip  be tw ee n soc ial  an d econom ic pr og re ss  an d th e g re at is su es  of  w ar  
and  pe ace, be tw ee n hu ng er , po ve rty,  dis ea se  an d il li te ra cy  on th e one han d an d 
wor ld  tens io ns  on th e  othe r. C er ta in ly  th e  fr am ers  of  th e UN C h art e r rec og nized 
th e  im po rt an ce  of  econom ic an d social co op er at ion in la yi ng  t h e  bas is  fo r pe ac e
fu l an d fr ie nd ly  rel at io ns  amon g th e na tion s.

By  an d la rg e th e  Uni ted N at io ns h as  mo ved ah ea d w ith  a mod es t de gr ee  of 
succ es s in  th is  field.  Th e fo urt ee n UN Sp ec ial ize d Agenc ies , in cl ud in g th e Fo od  
an d A gri cu lture  Org an izat ion,  th e  W or ld  H ea lth  O rg an izat ion,  th e  In te rn ati onal 
Lab or  O rg an iz at io n,  the UN E duca tiona l,  Sc ien tif ic and C ultur al  Org an izat io n,  
th e  UN  E duca tion al , Sc ien tif ic an d C u lt ura l O rg an ia tion , th e In te rn a ti o n a l Civil  
A viat io n Org an izat io n,  th e  U ni ve rs al  P ost al  Un ion  an d the In te rn a ti ona l Tele
co m m un icat io ns  Un ion  ca me in to  be ing to  mee t ve ry  re a l needs. I t is per hap s too 
ea rl y  to  s ay  th a t th ey  ha ve  mad e a m ajo r co ntr ib ut io n to  wo rld  peace. Ob vio us ly  
th ey  h av e no t been  sp ect ac ula r or  w or ld -s ha ki ng  in  th e ir  im pa ct.  B u t th ey  ha ve , 
■with lim ited  re so ur ce s,  pr ev en te d se riou s sa fe ty  prob lems in  in te rn ati onal a ir  
tra ffic, he lped  pr ev en t th e  sp re ad  o f  co mmun ica bl e di seases , an d do ne  a ho st  of  
ot her  th in gs  to  co or di na te  th e ne ed s and in te re st s of st a te s in  a w or ld  sh ru nk to 
in fini te si m al  siz e by  am az in g de ve lopm en ts  in sci ence  an d tec hn olog y.

The  In te rn a ti ona l M on et ar y Fu nd , th e  W or ld  Ban k,  th e  In te rn a ti ona l Fi na nc e 
C or po ra tion  and th e In te rn a ti ona l Dev elop men t A ut ho ri ty  hav e al so  go tte n off 
to a  re as on ab ly  goo d s ta rt . To  be su re , th e  eco nomic ga p be tw ee n th e develop ed  
co un tr ie s an d th e new* nati ons is st ead il y  widenin g. Moreover, th e  de ve lop ing 
st a te s are  fa ce d w ith const an tly  in cr ea si ng p op ul at io n pre ss ure s so th ey  a re  com 
pe lle d to  ru n  fa s te r an d fa s te r mer ely to  av oid los ing gr ou nd . Ye t it  m us t be ad 
m it te d  th a t th es e spec ia liz ed  ag en cies  ha ve  done  mu ch  to  deve lop  th e  tech ni qu es , 
the in st it u ti ons,  th e in fr ast ru c tu re , and  th e pa tt e rn s of  co op er at ion ne ce ss ar y fo r 
m an ’s fi rs t sy st em at ic  a tt em p t to  cop e w ith  th e socia l and  econom ic prob lems we  
fa ce  on  a glob al  basi s.

It. r em ai ns a  sa d fa ct , ho wev er , th a t in th is  po st -w ar  p er io d th e mem be rs  of  th e 
UN ha ve  no t giv en  the fu nct io nal  ap pro ac h a fa ir  te st . Man y su pport ers  of  th e  
spec ia liz ed  ag en cies  ha d ho pe d th ey  wou ld be ab le  to  pur su e th e ir  ob ject ive of  
pr om ot in g “s oc ia l pr og re ss  an d b e tt e r st andard s of li fe  in la rg e r fr ee do m ” re la 
tiv ely isol at ed  fro m pol it ic al  pre ss ure s an d inf lue nces.  Qui te  th e  contr ar y , th e 
po lit ic al  an im os ity ge ne ra te d by  th e cold w ar ha s fo un d it s w ay  in to  th e te ch ni ca l 
mee tin gs  o f WH O. UN ESCO, FA O and  mos t of  t he  oth er  sp ec ia liz ed  ag en cies  ju s t 
as  it  has  in to  th e mee tin gs  of th e  G en er al  As sem bly . Thi s has be en  ac co mpa nied  
by th e fr ic tion  an d th e quarr e ls  gr ow in g ou t of  th e di ss ol ut io n of  th e  old  co loni al 
em pire— quar re ls  be tw ee n som e of  th e W es te rn  E ur op ea n co untr ie s an d th e m il i
ta n t op po ne nt s of  th e olil co loni al sy stem . Th os e wh o ha ve  gath ere d  to get her  to  
rid th e w or ld  of  m al ar ia , or to  i m pr ov e th e ag ri cu lt u re  of  t he  ne w co un tr ie s,  ha ve  
been su bj ec ted to  he at ed  de ba te s ov er  th e se at in g  of  Com m un is t China , th e  
apart he id  p olicy  o f t he Rep ub lic  of Sou th  A fr ic a,  th e  w icke dn es s of th e  cap it a li st  
syste m, an d o th er  po li tica l q ue st ions .

As  Pro fe ss or  In is  L. C laud e has  com m en te d: “In  te rm s of  fu nct io nal  theo ry , 
th e kn it ti ng  of  econom ic an d so ci al  bo nd s be tw ee n th e  U nite d S ta te s an d th e 
So viet Un ion is th e cr it ic al pe ac e-bu ild ing ta sk  of  our ti m e : ye t. th is  is  pr ec isely 
th e job  th a t fu nc tion al ism  ca nn ot  even  be gin to  per fo rm  unti l a f te r  some  so rt  of  
po lit ic al  pe ac e has been es ta bl is he d be tw een th e tw o g re a t po wers. T he po lit ic s 
of th e co ld w ar  show s no su sc ep tibil ity  to  be ing tr ansf o rm ed  by  fu nct io nal  pro 
gram s ; ra th er,  it  show s ev ery in di ca tion  of  be ing ab le  to  tr an sf o rm  fu nct io nal  
wor ks ho ps  in to  pol iti ca l are nas. ”
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Even so. it  would appear  to be in our interest and the long-range interests of 
world peace to cooperate with the Soviet Union wherever we have common prob
lems that lend themselves to cooperative efforts—either bilaterally  or inside the 
UN. In  this  connection, in addition to the problem of outer-space, three important 
problem areas  have come to the attention of the  United Nations in recent years 
which may give considerable impetus to the theory of functionalism. Some, like 
the problems of overpopulation and the pollution of the human environment, are 
crucial to man’s survival. Others, like the seabed and the ocean floor and the 
problem of outer-space, offer unique challenges because they open up exciting new 
front iers for cooperative action. If we can approach these problems with a mini
mum of political rancor, we may be able to make considerable progress towards a 
rational world order.

VI.  WORLD ORDER THRO UG H WORLD LA W

One cannot survey the options before us without  some reference to world 
government and world law. There are still a good many people, in the western 
world especially, who remain quite convinced th at anything shor t of world gov
ernment will be quite inadequate to the task of saving the world from disaster. 
In general, world federation plans are based on the  proposition tha t peace cannot 
be maintained  so long as the world is organized as a group of sovereign, in
dependent states. As one policy statement  no tes : “World peace can be created 
and maintained  only under world law, universal and strong enough to prevent 
armed conflict between nations.”

Most world government proposals suggest th at a star t be made towards their  
goal by amending the UN Charter. Depending on the plan, the amount of autho r
ity to be delegated to the world government would va ry considerably. The mini
mum delegation would give the federal  government authority  only in relation to 
the control, reduction, or elimination of armed force in relations between states. 
The maximum delegation of pow’er would be that which in effect would create 
a unitary type of world state. Most proponents of world government insist, how
ever, that nothing should be done that  would destroy or impair the effectiveness of 
the United Nations at least until something better can be established to take its 
place.

Space does not permit  any analysis of the many proposals tha t have been 
made in this direction. Suffice it  to say, the idea of world federation does not 
appear to have the degree of support  in the United States tha t it had in the 
early post war years. Such proposals had thei r strongest support in the years 
immediately afte r the war when the UN was found to be incapable of resolving 
fundamental disagreements among the great powers and while the hope was 
still alive tha t many of the issues among those powers were capable of solution 
if only the proper instrumentality could be devised.

Supporters of world government and world law are often dismissed by thei r 
critics as idealists or even visionaries who fa il to grasp the realities of power 
politics. Nevertheless, a good many people are in sympathy with the ir general 
objectives, but argue tha t the time has not yet come for theii* realization. Even 
so it should be clear to all of us tha t unless the states  of the world a re willing 
to give up a certain amount of thei r sovereignty, ne ither the UN nor any other 
form of interna tional organization tha t might be devised will be strong enough 
to keep the peace.

In this connection. I should remind the Committee of an interesting develop
ment in the post-war era. Some of the states  of Western Europe, discovering 
the strength that can come from unity, have been willing to give up a portion of 
their sovereignty to the Coal and Steel Community, the Common Market and 
other organs of the European Community. At the same time there has been a 
resurgence of sovereignty in much of the rest of the world. The countries of 
Asia and Africa, proud of their  newly-won independence, tend to emphasize the 
spirit of nationalism and the trapp ings  of sovereignty. This may well inhibit 
progress in international organization w’hen it is badly needed. It certainly 
should discourage any move toward world government.

V II . STR EN G TH EN IN G  T IIE  U NIT ED  NATIO NS

Still another option, as we move into the 1970’s, is to do what we can to 
strengthen the United Nations in order to make it a more effective ins tru
mentality  for keeping the peace and for improving the social and economic 
well-being of mankind. (Such steps might, of course, include some of the options
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ref err ed  to above.) We know that  thus  fa r the  UN has faile d to live up to our  hopes and  expectations. We know, too, th at  th e prin cipal reason for  this  sta te of aff airs lies in the fail ure  of UN members to develop a strong enough allegiance  to the  Organization . We also know t ha t we can not  re ly on th e old a llian ce system to keep the  peace. World government is not within  our grasp. Nor can we depend on regional  agencies to take  over the  tas k of build ing a viable world  order.The re is one great lesson we have  learned during the last twenty-five years.  The United Nations  canno t deal successful ly with any of the major political  issues we face without at  least the taci t cooperation  of the  gre at powers. The United Nations was buil t upon thi s principle. I t was sta ted  aga in and again  at  San Francisco th at  the unity and  cooperation of the  gre at powers would be essenti al if the UN were to fulfill its  gre at destiny.
In  the  ear ly days, when the  UN w as a wes tern-orie nted  organizat ion, we had our way and  the  UN did pre tty  much wh at the western countries—especially the United  States—wanted it to do. But th at  period of wes tern  domination has ended and we must recognize it. During the Suez crisi s—which many people believe was one of the UN’s great periods—the Organ ization was able to move effectively partly  because the  USSR acquiesced in wh at it was  doing. In the Congo crisi s action was possible in the  final ana lysi s because the  Soviet Union did not oppose what the sta tes  of Africa  and Asia wan ted to do.If  the cold war  should abate , we might very well ente r into a new period in world  affa irs in which the  United Nat ions could play a very imp ortant  role. In any event, I would like to  see our  government  take  the following steps, among others,  to help  s treng then the  United Nations in th e decade ahead and  to improve our  posture in it.
1. Multilate ral Aid.—We should tak e steps to increase the amount  of economic aid and technical assistance going to the  developing countrie s through  UN ch annels as th at  organization dem ons trates its  capac ity to do the job. This  would not only strengthen the UN by giving  i t something cons tructive to do ; it would win a good deal  of support for  the United  Sta tes  in UN circles.In addi tion, as soon as the Vietn am situ atio n permits, I would like to see our government take the lead  in proposing  the  establ ishment, und er UN auspices, of a m ult ila teral development  of sub sta nti al size, perhaps four or five billion dollars. This  should be done on a matchin g bas is with the  United Sta tes  contributing at lea st fifty percent of the tota l. It  is quite possible th at  the Soviet Union would not  be willing to par tici pate, and the UN migh t not be able to secure matching funds  from othe r countries, but  a t leas t we would ge t credit for trying.2. UN Aid Machinery.— In giving our  strong supp ort to the  Second Development Decade, we should also do wh at we can to help strengthen  UN machinery for the coordina tion of the  work of the  specialized agencies and the  other UN organs in the aid field. This is essent ial  in any  case, but  is especia lly necessary if the  UN is to  tak e on broader ass ignmen ts in the  aid  field. As Sir Robert Jackson’s recent study sugges ts, the UN development system needs  to be d rasti cally overhauled, and we should join  oth er UN members in pursuing thi s task with rea l zeal.
3. UN Peace Force.—The United  Sta tes  should continue its effor ts to encourage the  crea tion of a modest stand-by UN peace force  which would be availa ble to help put  out brush fires and  resolve  crise s th at  may arise . The force should be a small one, perhaps 5.000 in number at  the  outset, made up of  volunteers  from  the smal ler and medium-sized members of the UN. On onr  pa rt we should be generous in our offers of financ ial and  logis tic support, including food, equipment, medical supplies and  t ranspo rt facil ities .
At the  same time, the  United Sta tes  should  rei ter ate  its  offer to  resume discussions with the Soviet Union and  oth er perman ent members of the Secur ity Council looking to the  possible creation of larger UN forces under Article 43 of the  Char ter.
4. Streamlining  the General Assembly.— Our government should also support any move to overhaul  the  machinery of the Genera l Assembly and  streaml ine its operat ions. With one hu ndred and twen ty-s ix memliers—most of whose represen tatives  want to m ake speeches for home consumption—th e General Assembly is becoming big and unwieldy. It  would cer tain ly be in  our int ere sts  to  improve the committee stru cture, perh aps establ ishing  commit tees to meet between sessions of the Assembly, and  to impose proper lim itat ions on debate. It  would also be helpfu l to set  up a more effect ive system of establishing  prio ritie s and allocating  time fo r the various items on the  Assembly’s agenda.
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5. Renunciation of the Veto.—The United States, at  a time considered aus 
picious, should offer once again to give up it s righ t of veto with respect to the 
l>eaceful se ttlement of international disputes and encourage the o ther permanent 
members of the Security Council to do likewise. Council decisions should then 
he taken by a  major ity of the five permanent members and a majori ty of the 
ten non-permanent members. This voluntary renunciat ion of the righ t to veto 
a substantive decision, if it could be obtained, would inject new vital ity into 
the operations of the Security Council.

6. Repeal of the Connally Amendment.—The Connally Amendment, you will 
recall, was a par t of the  resolution by which th e U.S. Senate agreed to accept 
the compulsory jurisd iction of the International Court of Justice  over legal 
disputes in which we might be involved. In effect, it reserved to the United 
States—instead of the Court—the right to determine whether a mat ter fell 
within the jurisdiction of the Court or within the domestic jurisdic tion of the 
United States. This was, of course, a substantial departure  from the  normal 
practice.

The amendment has prompted other states to follow our lead. It  has thus  had 
a general dampening effect on the work of the Court. I believe the time has 
come for us to repeal the Connally amendment. Such action on our par t could 
certainly have no harmfu l effect on our national interest.  On the other hand, 
it would inject new vita lity into the rule-of-law concept and would generally 
enhance the work of the Court.

7. Resolving Financial Problems.—Partly as a resul t of the peacekeeping 
expenses involved in the Suez and Congo crises, the United Nations remains 
heavily in debt. The United States  should take  the  lead in liquidating the present 
debt—by making a special contribution if necessary—and putting  the Organi
zation on a sound financial basis. This could be done by working out more effec
tive measures for obtaining annual contributions from member states and by 
exploring the possibility of providing new sources of revenue, perhaps from the 
exploitation of the resources of the sea or from a small UN tax on mail going 
across state  boundary lines. Arrangements could also be made to encourage 
voluntary contributions from non-governmental sources for  special UN programs.

8. New Issues Before the UN.—The UN will prove i ts worth, in large measure, 
to the extent tha t it can deal effectively with new problems tha t emerge which 
are of real interest to the international community. To this  end the United States 
should lend every assis tance to the UN—in terms of equipment, financial support, 
and organizational struc ture—in its handling of such problems as  outer-space, 
the seabed and the ocean floor, overpopulation, and pollution of the environment. 
Successful handling of these problems will bring new vitality to the Organiza
tion and new confidence in its  work.

9. Torcards Universality.—It  seems to me that the time has arrived for the 
United States to encourage the principle of universality of membership for the 
UN. We should do th is by supporting a two-China policy and, at  an appropriate  
stage, by tak ing the steps necessary to bring both p arts  of the divided countries 
of Germany, Korea and Vietnam into the Organization. In supporting the seat
ing of Mainland China, we should of course make sure tha t the Republic of 
China is not deprived of its  membership. These steps will require a good deal 
of negotiating, but I believe the advantages of having a truly universal  organi
zation now outweigh the disadvantages of bringing these entities into the UN.

Meanwhile, some forty or fifty mini-states or non-self-governing terri tories 
remain outside the fold. For  the most par t these are not large enough to become 
full-fledged members, but arrangements should be made for special relationships 
between some of them and the UN. In a few cases associate membership might 
be accorded without the r ight  to vote.

10. Human Rights.—As a nation tha t believes strongly in human rights, we 
should do what we can to strengthen the efforts of the UN to bring about uni
versal respect fo r human rights and fundamental  freedoms in the world commu
nity. Most sta tes a re understandably reluctant to undertake serious commitments 
in this field, but at the very least  we could proceed to rati fy the Genocide Con
vention. This was first submitted to the Senate more than twenty years  ago, 
and I am pleased th at President Nixon has once again asked for Senate approval. 
Other conventions in this field which we might  well rat ify  are the Convention 
on Forced Labor and the Convention on the Political Rights of Women.

11. Expansion of UN Headquarters.—In view of the tremendous development 
of the  UN during the past twenty-five years, it  is not su rprising that the Organi
zation has completely outgrown its headquarter  buildings in New York. Plans
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for enlarging the headq uarters will depend largely on the willingness of the 
United States to make a contribution of some $20,000,000 to the project. I would 
hope this money would be promptly authoriz ed and appropriated. Otherwise, 
the project may very well collapse and certa in UN programs would be compelled 
to leave the New York area, seriously impairing the work of the Organization.

12. On Strengthening Regionalism.—Perm it me one final point, Mr. Chairman, 
with respect to the need to develop regional agencies. We have done much to 
encourage regional activities in Europe, in Asia, in Africa and in Latin America. 
We certa inly should continue to do this on the assumption tha t wherever states 
can be persuaded to work together  to solve thei r common problems, progress 
towards peace and world order should be correspondingly greater.

I agree a lso with the UNA-USA Panel on “Controlling Conflicts in the 197O’s’r 
tha t it may be possible to enhance the capability of some of the regional agen
cies—especially the OAS and the OAU—for the conciliation of pressing disputes 
among their  members. This might be done by improving the fact-finding, peace 
observation and communication faciliti es of the Organizations. To thi s end, com
munication equipment from the United Stat es might prove to be a most helpful 
contribution to both the OAS and th e OAU.

CONCLUDING COMMENT

In world politics, Mr. Chairman, action s usually speak louder than words. 
Graceful and convincing rhetoric is fine so f ar  as it goes, but  a few concrete acts 
on our part  would do more to help strengthen the United Nations and restore 
confidence in it than a dozen speeches. It  i s my hope th at during the twenty-fifth 
anniversary year our government may be able to take some of the steps I have 
outlined above. (There are, of course, many other things tha t could be done.) 
For the most part the steps suggested are  very modest and most of them are 
not new. But they would indicate in a very tangible way our interest in the 
United Nations and its work.

Mr. Gallagher. Thank you very much, Dean Wilcox.
Ambassador Phillips ?

STATEMENT 0E AMBASSADOR CH RISTOPHE R H. PHILL IPS , DEPUTY
U.S. REPRES ENT ATIVE ON THE SECURITY COUNCIL OF THE
UNITED NATIONS

Mr. Phillips. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate  this oppor tunity to appea r before your subcommittee 

in this important  series o f hearings on the United Nations, and I am 
particularly pleased to be able to par ticip ate in thi s panel today, which 
is looking to the decade ahead and considering new tasks and opportu
nities which may face the United  Nations during tha t period.

My topic, Mr. Chairman, is the “United Nations and the Ocean 
Environment.” And it is a topic of growing interest to scientists, to 
industr ialists, and to environmental experts the world over. If  it is 
agreeable with  you, Mr. Chairm an, I should like to make a few pre
liminary remarks, to high ligh t some of the kev issues, and then ask 
your permission to place in the record a somewhat more comprehen
sive statement which I believe is before you now.

Mr. Gallagher. Without objection, so ordered.
Mr. P hillips. It  shouldn’t be surpr ising,  Mr. Chairman, tha t a sub

ject as universal as the seas would eventually come to  the attention 
of the United Nations. A fter all, 70 percent of  the ear th’s surface lies 
beneath the oceans, and within  the 350 million cubic miles of ocean, 
there exists a vast storehouse of untapped minerals.

With the world becoming increasingly concerned by the dangers of 
over-population and possible exhaustion of land-based mineral re
sources, this huge submerged par t of our planet takes on added im-
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portance. We are daily reminded by the headlines in our newspapers 
that the ocean, whose role in the ecology of the p lanet  is fundamental , 
is a threatened environment, and the thre at is steadily increasing in 
severity.

By the very physical nature  of the  ocean, if this  thre at is to be met, 
it must be met by cooperative international action.

In his repo rt to the Congress, enti tled “United States Foreign Pol 
icy for the 1970's,” President Nixon, referring to man’s growing uses 
of the oceans, said, and I quote him, “These are issues th at transcend

• national differences and ideology, and should respond to effective mul
tilat eral  action.”

I th ink it is fai r, Mr. Chairman, to say tha t there  is no area of human 
concern for which the United Nations is a more appropriate instru- 
mental ity of action. Indeed, there is no area in which it is more clearly 
essential tha t the United Nations be used as the mechanism thro ugh 
which mankind undertakes to organize itself to cope with important 
common problems.

Outside the United Nations system, there simply is no standing 
machinery for global lawmaking, and I think this  is an illust ration 
of what Dean Wilcox just mentioned concerning the approach to global 
problems. This is certainly one. In fact, I think the record wi ll show 
that  every general mult ilateral t reaty  which has been concluded since 
World War II , from the Test Ban Trea ty to the Conventions on the 
Law of the Sea, to the recent tr eaty  on the  law of treaties  itself, has 
been brought into being through  the rath er cumbersome, admittedly, 
but often effective processes of lawmaking within  the  United Nations 
system.

There are several im portant challenges which the world ocean pre
sents to the international community, and I should like to comment 
briefly on the main ways the  United Nations is moving to meet those 
challenges.

Now let me mention first, internat ional cooperation in ocean re
search. In  1968, the  General Assembly of the United Nations on the 
proposal of the United States, decided to organize an Internat iona l 
Decade of Ocean Exp lorat ion to be under taken under  the aegis of the  
Uni ted Nations.

• This decade will be the first step in the long-term program of 
ocean research. The prim ary responsibility for planning and coordi
nating the various intergovernmental activities which it will comprise 
falls  on the Inter-Governmental Oceanography Commission, the IOC,

» which is a standin g body of UNESCO.
Now during the past year, the IOC p repared an outline of the  activi

ties which should be undertaken in the ma jor fields of ocean explora 
tion and research, together with various suggestions as to practical 
implementation. The member states have also been asked to prepare 
proposals for projects to be undertaken during the decade, and to 
tran smi t these proposals to the Inter-Governmental Oceanography 
Commission in time for the beginning of the decade this  year.

Perhaps the most dramatic single move in ocean matters undertaken 
by the United Nations  has been its vigorous effort within the last 2 
years to deal with  the emerging problems of human activity  on the 
ocean floor, beyond national  jurisdiction.
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As recently as 1958, the first U.N. Conference on the Law of the 
Sea discussed the international  implications of important human activ
ity on the deep ocean floor. During the 1960’s, it became appare nt th at 
technology was developing capacities which in the fair ly near future  
would thrus t a whole new complex of problems on the internationa l 
community.

And it became clear tha t with in much less than a lifetime, man 
might  well be able to extract from the ocean floor hydrocarbons and 
other mineral wealth in quantities of very great  and in some cases 
brea thtak ing magnitude.

The need for international action was seen by a number o f p rivate  
organizations and a number of governments, including our own, and 
in 1967, the delegation of Malta brought  to the U.N. General Assembly 
a proposal to create a special committee to deal wi th problems of  the 
seabed beyond the limits of national jurisdiction. As a result, the 
United Nations now has a standing 42-member body, the Committee 
on the Peaceful Uses of the Seabed and the Ocean F loor, on which 
I serve as the U.S. member. And I should say paren thetically that in 
thei r excellent report on the 24th General Assembly, to the Foreign 
Affairs Committee, Congressman Fascell and Congressman Whalley 
made some very useful, and I  thought very per tinen t comments on the 
work of the Seabed Committee, and on some aspects of the committee’s 
work, which came up during the last General Assembly session.

Now, the big question facing this committee is how to frame rules 
by which nations can cooperate and share equitably in th e exploitation 
of potentially  very great  mineral wealth, most of  which belongs to no 
nation, because it lies beyond the present limits of national jurisdiction.

The committee has taken a two-pronged approach to this job. On 
the one hand, it has set about immediately dra ftin g a set of general 
principles governing the  conduct of states on the seabed. At the same 
time, the committee has done work on a more definitive, a more de
tailed internat ional legal regime for the area, to be established in due 
course by treaty.

As in the case of outer space, the  legal princip les declared by the 
General Assembly would serve to govern in the inter im before the 
establishment of a definitive legal regime, and to a considerable extent, 
we would hope these would be incorporated  into such a regime.

This, of course, amounts to a task of very large proportions, one 
which will not be accomplished overnight , which is in some respects 
still in the very early stages, and which has already produced some 
fairly sharp differences of view within the internationa l community.

But, already certain points of basic agreement have emerged. For 
example, all countries appea r to accept the fundamenta l point  tha t 
there is an area of the seabed which lies beyond national jurisdiction. 
This in effect, rejects the notion that  na tions may grab and hold the 
seabed by claims of national sovereignty, all the way out to the middle 
of the ocean.

There are a number of other points on which there is a wide measure 
of agreement. These include acceptance tha t the resources of the seabed 
should be used for the  benefit of m ank ind; th at the  area should be used 
for exclusively peaceful uses; tha t an interna tional  regime for  the area 
should be established in a timely fashio n; tha t as a practical  matter, 
this regime must include some form of institu tional arrangement or
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machinery which would have a role in  regulating  the exploi tation of 
seabed resources, and finally, tha t a portion of th e revenue generated 
by this  exploitat ion should be turned over for international community 
purposes in recognition of the inte rest of a ll mank ind in the  area.

In  respect to  all these points, the United States  is in agreement. I 
think this  reflects our conviction tha t U.S. interests will best be served 
by action which will avoid an escalation of claims and counterclaims, 
both as to the  boundary of national jurisdiction  over exploitation and 
righ ts to exploit the area beyond.

The mere expectation of great wealth in the seabeds could be the 
very th ing  to stimulate ju st such an escalation of claims, and result in 
very serious disputes between states, which in all likelihood would 
involve the U nited States, either directly or indirectly. We therefore 
believe th at  it is in the long-range interests of the United States  to 
assure that the boundary and regime issues are resolved by widespread 
international agreement.

As to the form which international machinery should take, there 
have been a number of divergent views. And these range from an 
internationa l agency with comprehensive authority  to regula te and 
control the exploita tion of the seabed all the way across the spectrum 
to a mere regis try of national claims.

And closely related  to the problem of internationa l machinery is 
the problem of defining the extent o f the area which lies beyond na
tiona l jurisdict ion. Where does national jurisdiction lie? Where does 
an international regime begin ?

Obviously, i f an internationa l regime is to  be established, the area 
to which that regime applies must be precisely defined. The lack of 
such a precise definition is one of the major unresolved problems which 
was carried over from the  U.N. Law of the Sea Conferences in 1958 
and 1960. No agreement was then reached on the precise outer l imi t of 
the continental shelf.

Now this  is a question which is very much in the minds of all gov
ernments  part icipating in the U.N. seabed efforts. Some appear to 
favor fixing a relatively narrow l imit of national  jurisdict ion over the 
continenta l shelves. For example, a limi t defined by a single depth  
criterion, of  perhaps  200 or  as much as 550 meters.

The advocates of a narrow shelf obviously favor the establishment 
of an internationa l regime which would embrace the largest  possible 
seabed area.

At  the other extreme is the possibility of a wide boundary which 
would extend not only to the edge of  the shelf, but would also include 
the continental slope which lies immediately beyond the shelf, and 
would embrace, as well, the sedimentary residues or deposits which 
extend beyond the slope, and which are known as th e continental rise.

There have also been suggestions for a so-called intermediate zone, 
including a pa rt of the shelf, slope, or rise, in which coastal states 
would have certain  prerogatives regarding exploitat ion of resources, 
but which would also be subject to certain  internationally agreed 
arrangements.

Within the Government, we are giving this whole range of possi
bilities the most intensive examination. It  is clear tha t the United 
States  can’t best represent its own interests in the continuing  discus-
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sions of the  seabed until it has arrived at a position on the precise 
outer limit of national jurisdiction.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, 1 should like to say jus t a few words about 
the problem of protecting the marine environment. The world is only 
just beginning to be aware of the pressing need to act to protect the 
ocean environment from progressively serious and perhaps irreparable  
injury wi thin the fa irly near fu ture. The problem cuts across the whole 
range of United Nations ocean activities.

There is, for example, widespread agreement tha t the legal prin 
ciples for  the seabed which a re now under preparation , as well as the 
regime which will eventually be established, must contain adequate 
provisions to protect the ocean from the ravages of pollution, which 
could well result from unregulated  exploitation of its resources.

In  th is connection, the  U.N. Seabed Committee will have before it *
during  the coming year a report  by the Secretary General of the U.N. 
on various aspects of the question of marine pollution and its control.

Four  of the U.N.’s specialized agencies, the FAO, UNESCO, WMO 
and IMCO have established a join t group of experts to provide con
tinuing advice to these agencies on the scientific aspects of marine 
pollution. And several of these agencies as well are carry ing on inde
pendent p rograms dealing with the problem of marine pollution.

And lastly, the United  Nations is laying plans for a m ajor confer
ence on the human environment  in 1972, in which problems of the ocean 
environment will unquestionably play an important role. The U.S.
Secretary General is now working with agencies of the U.N. system 
which are concerned with o ther important aspects of the marine pollu
tion problem, in order to place before tha t conference a full descrip
tion of  the  problem and recommendations for action necessary to deal 
with the growing danger of po llution of the high seas.

That, in brief, Air. Chairman, is where the U.N. now stands in its 
efforts to  mobilize the  world community into effective action to pre
serve and protect  the ocean environment.

A beginning has been made, and governments are now s tart ing to 
think and plan in terms of thei r national needs and interests, and hope
fully, in terms of the broader interests  of mankind as a whole.

Many ha rd problems remain to be resolved, and they will not be re
solved overnight, but I  can’t believe that  man will permit this  last great 9largely untapped area of our planet to become a scene of conflicting 
national rivalries and the destructive and  wasteful use of its enormous 
resources.

If  ever there was a time and a place where the extension of the arule of law is in order, this surely is the time and place.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The complete statement of Ambassador Phil lips  follows:)

Statement by Ambassador Christopher H. P hi ll ips

Mr. Chairman, I apprecia te this opp ortu nity  to app ear  before  your Subcommittee in this  im por tan t series of hearings on the U nited  Nations. I am especially 
pleased to be able to p arti cipate  in thi s panel which is looking to the decade ahead 
and considering new tasks and  opportun ities which may face the UN durin g tha t 
period.

My top ic is—The UN an d the Ocean Environment. It  is a topic of growing in
terest to scientist s, indust ria list s and environmental exp erts  the world over.

It  should  not  be surpris ing that  a subject as universal as the  seas would 
eventually  come to  the atte ntion of the  UN. A fter  all, 70 per cen t of the  e ar th’s



253surface  lies beneath the oceans. Wit hin the three hundred and fift y millio n cubic miles of ocean there ex ists  a vast  storehouse of untapped minerals.With the world becoming increasing ly concerned by the dangers of overpopulatio n and possible exhaustion of land-based minera l resources, this huge submerged part of our p lanet takes on added im portance.In his Report  to the Congress,  “ United State s Fore ign Pol icy  for the 1970’s”, President  Nixon, refe rrin g to man’s growing uses of the oceans, sa id : “T hese are issues tha t transcen d natio nal differences and ideology and should respond to effective mu ltilate ral actio n.”I think it is fa ir  to say tha t there is no area of human concern for  which the United Nations is a more appropriate instr ume ntal ity of action . Indeed, there is no area in which it is more clearly essential tha t the Unit ed Natio ns be used as  the mechanism through  which mankin d undertakes to organize itself to cope with  im porta nt common problems.Ther e are a number of reasons why this is so. Firs t is the obvious fact  that  no one owns the ocean. Exc ept  for narrow bands off the shores of  coast al states, the ocean is no one’s territory and the object of no one’s sovereign rights. Consequently no national  state has the authority  to regulate human conduct there other than  a s to its own citizens.In this  respect the ocean is sim ilar to outer space. Bu t, unlike outer space, the ocean has  long been an arena for a wide variety  of exceed ingly important human activitie s, only the most tradition al of which are fishing and navigatio n. The  thru st of technology is spawning new modes of act ivi ty in the marine environme nt at a very rapid  rate , some of which—such as the minin g of ocean mine ral resources—promise great and perhaps even rad ical effects upon the glob al economy.At  the same time in two important respects—namely , scient ific inves tigation and pol itica l organ izatio n—the world ocean is an area in which mank ind’s effort s have achieved  only a rudimentary stage of development. While of course our scien tific understanding of the ocean, its histo ry, its lif e systems, fa r exceeds that  of our seafaring  predecessors of 100 or 50 or even 10 years ago, in many  impor tant respects the ocean remains a strange and unexplored realm of  inner space.No countr y, inclu ding  our own, possesses such extensi ve resources in ocean science as not to stand gre atly  in need of the cooperative pooling of  scientific resources. Moreover, many coas tal states have vir tua lly  no scient ific capa city in this area , nor the economic means to develop one independently. Ye t they feel strongly—a nd in my view legitimatel y—that they are entitled to an opportunity to particip ate in scientific research in the marine environment and to share in their  fru its . The United Nations  system appears to offer the best and perhaps the only  m eans for such an inte rnation al cooperative effort.As to lega l regimes and pol itic al institutions to regulate human conduct in the ocean environment, they are in many respects a patchwork of ad hoc arrangements devised to meet high ly par ticu lar  needs. Even the more nearly all-embracing  and “c onst itut iona l” regimes of the law-of-the-se a, devised through the UN  in the late 1960’s, have gaping lacunae (for example, they fa il to define the limits to which national terr itory extends in the ocean) and in some ways have alre ady  been rendered inade quate by the musiirooming of ocean technology.Outsid e the Unit ed Nati ons  system,  there simply is no stand ing machinery for  global lawm akin g, and in fac t, every general  multila teral treaty which has been concluded since Wor ld Wa r I I —from the Test  Ban  Treaty to the Conventions  on the Law  of the Sea to the recent Tre aty  on the Law  of Treat ies itsel f—has been brought into being  throug h the rath er cumbersome but often effec tive processes of lawmak ing within  the Unite d Natio ns system.Fina lly , the ocean, whose role in the ecology of the planet is funda menta l, is a threatened environment—and the  thre at is stea dily  increasing  in severity. By  the very phys ical natu re of the ocean, if  this thre at is to be met it must be met by cooperative inter natio nal acti on.  It  is exceedingly difficult to envisage any inte rnation al framewor k other tha n the United Nations capable of serving this purpose.These are the  main  chal lenge s which  the world ocean presents to the inte rnati onal community —challenges which are tailor-made for action through the United Nations system. In the time rema ining I should like to review the main ways in which the United Nat ions  is now moving to meet these challen ges. Th is of  its elf  will  provide a certa in index to wha t we may expect in the United Nat ions  in this area during the decade of the 1970’s.41 -972 — 70----- 17
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SC IE NT IFIC  INV EST IGA TIO N OF TH E OCEAN

I mentio n firs t inte rna tional  cooperation in ocean researc h. In 1968 the UN 
General Assembly, on the proposal of the Unite d State s, decided to orga nize  an 
Inter na tio na l Deca de of Ocean Exp lora tion  to be underta ken und er the  aegis 
of the  United Natio ns. This Decade will be the firs t step in a long-term prog ram 
of ocean resea rch. The prim ary ope rationa l respo nsibili ty for  plan ning and 
coo rdin atin g the  various scientific act ivit ies which it will comprise fal ls on the  
Inte rgo ver nm ent al Oceanogra phic Commission (IO C), a stan ding  body with in 
the  United  N ation s Educ ationa l, Scientific a nd Cul tura l O rganiz ation (U NE SC O) , 
one of the UN’s specialized agencies.

During  the pa st year the  IOC p repa red a comprehensive outline of the  ac tivitie s 
which should be u nde rtak en in the  m ajor fields of ocean explorat ion and rese arch , 
tog ether wit h var iou s suggestions as to pra ctical  impleme ntation. In addition , 
UN Member Sta tes  have been asked  to pre par e proposals for  pro jec ts to be 
und erta ken  dur ing  the decade, and  to tra ns mit them to the Intergovernmenta l 
Oceanographic Commission in time for the decade to begin in 1970.

REGULATING AC TIV ITIES ON TH E SEABED

Per hap s the  most  dram atic  single move in ocean ma tter s which the  UN has 
taken has  been its  vigorous effor t within the  las t two years to orga nize  itse lf 
to deal with  the emerging  problems of hum an activity  on the ocean floor beyond 
nat ion al juri sdic tion . As recen tly as 1958, the  first  United Nati ons Conference 
on the Law of the Sea discussed the  possi bility  of human act ivi ty on the  deep 
ocean floor which would be of sufficient consequence an d ext ent  to r equ ire deta iled 
inte rna tional  regu latio n in the  imme diate  futu re.

Duri ng the 1960 ’s i t became appar ent  t ha t technology was developing cap aci ties  
which in the  fa irl y near fu tur e would th ru st a complex of new proble ms on the  
intern atio nal  community, willy-nilly. It  became clea r t ha t with in much less tha n 
a lifetim e man might well be able to ex tra ct  from the  ocean floor h ydro-carbons 
and othe r min eral  wealth in qua nti ties  of very gre at and in some cases bre ath 
tak ing  magni tude.

It  is tru e th at  expec tations both as to the extent of the  known min eral  
resour ces of the  ocean floor and  the  economic viability  of their  ex traction  have 
often tended to out run  the hard fac ts ava ilab le to the  scientific  and ind ust ria l 
community. Never theless, there can now be no doubt th at  t he  min era l resou rces  
of the ocean floor must loom larg e in any calcu lation of the  recoverab le mineral 
resources of the  pla net  in the  decades to come.

The need fo r intern atio nal  action was  seen by a number of pr iva te orga niza 
tions  a nd a num ber of governm ents—inc ludin g our  own—and  in 1967 the  Delega
tion of Mal ta brou ght to the Unite d Nati ons General Assembly a proposal to 
crea te a specia l committee  to deal with  problem s of the seabed beyond the  lim its 
of nat ional juri sdic tion.

As a result , the  United  Nati ons now has  a stan ding 42-mem ber body, the  
Committee  on the  Peacef ul Uses of the Seabed and the  Ocean Floor , on which 
I serve as the  United States Member. It s main respo nsib ility  at  pre sen t is to 
devise a new legal regime for  the  seabed—a regime  which will go beyond the 
general and rud iment ary  rules  of int ern ation al law now appl icable to the  conduct 
of sta tes  in th at  a rea,  a nd one whic h will be ad equate to accommodate the  sev eral 
and  sometimes conflicting nat ion al and int ern ation al int ere sts  which will be 
affected.

The Committee has take n a two-pronged appro ach to thi s job. On the  one 
hand,  it  has  set about immediate ly dr af tin g a set of general  legal principles 
govern ing the  conduct of sta tes  on the seabed. These  would be enac ted in the  
form  of a decla ration by the  General Assembly of the  Uni ted Nation s. (This , 
you may recall, was the procedure followed  when the  United Nat ions firs t took 
up the  problem of making intern atio nal  law for  out er space. ) At the  same time, 
the  Committee  has begun work  on a more  definitiv e and deta iled  int ern ation al 
legal regime  for the area, to be estab lishe d in due course by treaty .

As in the  case of outer space, the  gen eral  principle s declared  by the General 
Assembly would serve to govern in the inte rim  before  the  esta blis hment of a 
definit ive legal regime, and to a considerable ext ent  would be inco rporate d int o 
such a regime. In order  to put  itse lf in a posit ion to make inform ed judg men ts 
about the  na tur e of a future  regime, the  Committee has  also und erta ken  studies 
of the developing scientific and technological bases of seabed acti vities as well
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as the economic and other  requirements which a seabed regime should meet in order to promote the most beneficial use of its resources.
All of this amounts to a task of very large proportions—one which will not be accomplished overnight, which is in some respects still in the very ea rly stages, and which has already produced some fairly sharp  differences of view within the international community. Already, however, there are  some points of basic agreement emerging. For example, all countries appear to accept the fundamental point th at there is an area  of the seabed which lies beyond national jur isdiction— thus  rejecting the notion that nations may grab and hold the seabed by claims of national sovereignty out  to the middle of the ocean.
Other points on which there is a wide measure of agreement inclu de:

1. That  the resources of the seabed should be used for the benefit of mankind ;
2. That  the area should be used for exclusively peaceful purposes;3. That  an international regime for the area should be established in a timely fas hio n;
4. That  as a practical matter this regime must include some form of international institution al arrangement or machinery which would have a role in regula ting the  exploitation of seabed resources;
5. Tha t a portion of the revenues generated by this exploitation should be turned over for international community purposes in recognition of the interes t of all mankind in the area.

In respect to all these points the United States  is in agreement. Underlying our policy on the seabed issues is the conviction tha t U.S. interests will "best be served by action which wil l avoid an escalation of claims and counter-claims both as to the boundary of national jurisdiction over exploitation and rights to exploit the area  beyond.
The expectation of grea t wealth in the seabeds could stimulate such an escalation of claims and result  in very serious disputes between states, which could involve the United States either  directly or indirectly. We therefore believe th at it is in the long-range interests  of the United States to a ssure  tha t the boundary and regime issues are resolved by widespread international agreement.
As to the form which international machinery should take there have been a number of divergent views. They range from an international agency with comprehensive authority  to regulate and control the exploitation of the seabed all the way across the spectrum to a mere registry of national claims.
Finally, I should comment on the so-called “moratorium” resolution adopted by the UN General Assembly last  fall. In thei r excellent Report to the Foreign Affairs Committee on the work of the 24th General Assembly, Congressman Dante Fascell and Irving Whalley correctly described this  resolution as a “rash decision.”
Since the UN took up the seabeds question, there has been a certain  amount of sentiment which favors trying to place a moratorium on exploitation of seabed resources until a definitive legal regime for the area  can be established. There have been great differences of view7 a s to the wisdom or indeed the  possibility of such a moratorium; the United States for its par t has thought  the idea both unwise and impracticable.
Nevertheless, during the las t General Assembly a group of developing countries, led by the Delegation of Mexico, put forward a resolution w’hich “declares” that, pending the establishment of an international regime, states  are bound to refrain from claiming or exercising rights in the seabed as well as exploiting seabed resources, beyond the limits of national jurisdiction.
The sponsors of the resolution, properly, did not regard  it as having any binding legal effect, but  thought that  it might place a certain moral res trai nt on activities in the area. We opposed this resolution, mainly on two grounds.Firs t, we felt that it was based on the indefensible premise tha t retarding the development of seabed technology would be useful. We pointed out tha t unless this development proceeds, no one—whether a developed or developing country— will stand to benefit from seabed resources.
Secondly, we felt  that the  resolution, though ostensibly intended to prevent national actions which might prejudice the seabed issues under negotiation, in fact  might have precisely the opposite effect. This is because the resolution purported to apply only “beyond the limits of national jurisd iction”, but did not specify where those limi ts w’ere. Consequently, we feared that state s which felt it desirable to encourage deep water  exploration or exploitation on the  seabed off
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their coasts might feel compelled to make unjustifiably expansive claims of 
national sovereignty in order to legitimize their activities.

A substantia l number of UN members shared this view, as is indicated by the 
fact that the resolution was adopted by a vote of 62 to 28 with 28 abstentions— 
barely enough to constitu te the two-thirds  majority which the UN Charter requires 
for “important questions”. Because of this  fact, and the great  deal of controversy 
which preceded the action, we feel tha t the moratorium resolution is unlikely 
to have any marked effect, either on activities on the seabed or in future UN 
deliberations  on seabed issues.

PR EC IS E  L IM IT S  OF  N A TIO N A L JU R IS D IC TIO N  ON  T H E  SEA BED

While all agree t hat  there is an area  of the seabed beyond national jurisdiction, 
there is considerable uncertainty  as to the geographic extent of tha t area. 
Obviously if an international regime is to be established, the area to which th at 
regime applies must be precisely defined. The lack of such a definition is one of 
the major unresolved problems carr ied over from the United Nations Law of the  
Sea Conferences in 1958 and 1960, which did not fix the  precise outer limit of the 
continental shelf.

This question is very much in the minds of all governments participating in 
the United Nations seabeds effort. Some appear to favor fixing a relatively 
narrow limit to the continental shelf—for example, a limit defined by a single 
depth-criterion of 200 meters, or perhaps as much as 550 meters (which would be 
deep enough to embrace the geophysical edge of all continenta l shelves). The 
advocates of a narrow shelf obviously favor  the establishment of an interna tional 
regime embracing the largest possible seabed area.

At the other extreme is the possibi lity of a wide boundary which would extend 
not only to the edge of the shelf but would also encompass the continental slope 
which lies immediately beyond the shelf, and the sedimentary residues extending 
beyond the slope, which are known as the continental rise.

There have also been suggestions for an “intermediate zone” embracing a par t 
of the shelf, slope or rise, in which coastal states  would have certain prerogatives 
regarding exploitation of resources but which would also be subject to certain 
internat ionally agreed arrangements.

Within the  Government, we are giving the whole range of possibilities the most 
intense examination, because it is clear tha t the United States cannot best 
represent its own interests in the  continuing discussion of the seabed until it 
has arrived at a position on the precise outer limit of nationa l jurisdiction.

LA W  OF T H E  SE A

Simultaneously with its continuing discussion of seabeds problems, the United 
Nations is turn ing it s a ttention to  the possibility of addressing outstanding issues 
in the law of the sea (in addition to the question of the outer  limits of the conti
nental shelf). At the direction of the General Assembly, the  Secretary General 
is now canvassing the views of member states regarding the possibility of a new 
law-of-the-sea conference.

We will be watching the resul ts of this  canvass with grea t interest because 
for the las t two years  the United States has engaged in widespread consultations 
regarding the desirabil ity of a new agreement on the limits of the terr itor ial 
sea, provided that  agreement is reached on free passage through and over in ter
national straits.  The question of certa in preferentia l fishing rights for coastal 
states on the high seas should also be treated.

We believe t hat  this package of issues is ready to be dealt with through an 
international treaty, and consequently welcome the interest within the United 
Nations in the possibility of fur the r work in the law of the sea.

But in this connection it is pertinent  to note that the Secretary General, in 
conducting the canvass to which I referred, is seeking the views of UN members 
on the possibility of a conference which would review all of the law-of-the-sea 
regimes—high seas, continental shelf, terr itor ial sea and contiguous zone, and 
fishing and conservation of living resources—with part icular attention to the 
problem of precisely defining the  limits of national jurisdiction over the seabed.

This is what he was directed to do by the General Assembly’s resolution. At 
the time we had urged th at the inquiry be more narrowly framed—that  it envisage 
a conference dealing with the question of the outer limits of the continental 
shelf and the establishment of an international regime for the area  beyond.

We took this position because we felt tha t law-of-the-sea questions must be



addressed in manageable packages, and tha t merging the question of the limits 
of national seabed jurisdic tion with all other law-of-the-sea questions in  a single 
conference would have the probable effect of delaying agreement on a ll seabeds 
issues for an indefinite period of time.

I should hasten to add, however, tha t the resolution even in the form in 
which it was adopted does not amount to a decision by the UN to call a conference 
of any parti cula r scope, or indeed to call a conference at all. It was merely a 
decision to make certain  inquiries about a possible law-of-the-sea conference, and 
left all members full  lat itude  to express their  views as  to the timing and content 
of any conference or conferences on the law of the sea. The United States will 
of course take full advantage of this latitude in preparing  its own reply to the 
inquiry.

PROTECTION OF THE OCEAN ENV IRO NM ENT

Finally, I should like to speak of the problem of protection of the marine 
environment. The international community is in most respects only beginning to 
he aware of the pressing necessity to act to protect the ocean environment from 
progressively serious and perhaps  irreparable injury within the fairly near 
future. The problem cuts across the whole range of United Nations ocean 
activities.

There is, for example, widespread agreement tha t the legal principles for the 
seabed which are under prepara tion, and the eventual regime which will be 
established, must contain provisions designed effectively to protect the ocean 
from the ravages of pollution which might result from unregulated exploitation 
of its resources. In this connection, the Seabed Committee will have before it 
in the course of the coming year a report by the United Nations Secretary General 
on various aspects of the  question of marine pollution and its control.

We can expect that the research programs to be undertaken in the inte r
national decade of ocean exploration will yield a rich store of understanding of 
the life system of the ocean, so as to put man in a better position to manage the 
ocean’s living resources with greater intelligence and foresight. The outline of 
the research programs for the decade of ocean exploration envisages a series 
of scientific studies aimed at assessing the present state  of a ffairs in the ocean 
as regards pollution, and providing forecasts of long-term pollution trends  on 
the basis of which remedial measures could be planned.

Four  of the UN’s specialized agencies—the Food and Agricultural  Organization 
(FAO), UNESCO, the World Meteorological Organization (WMO), and the 
Intergovernmental Maritime Consultative Organization (IMCO)—have estab
lished a joint group of expert s to provide continuing advice to these agencies 
on the scientific aspects of marine pollution.

The FAO is itself  making arrangements for a technical conference on marine 
pollution and its effect on living resources and fishing to be held l ater  this year. 
The IMCO has called for an international conference in 1973 to dra ft a further  
international agreement regarding restr aints  on the contamination of sea, land 
and air  by ships and other vessels or equipment operating in the marine environ
ment. (The existing convention on control of oil pollution at sea was prepared 
through IMCO in the  early  1950’s).

Finally, the United Nations is laying plans for a major conference on the 
human environment in 1972, in which problems of the ocean environment will 
play an important role. The UN Secretary General is now working with agencies 
of the United Nations system which are concerned with other important aspects 
of the marine pollution problem, in order to place before tha t conference a full 
description of the problem and recommendations for action necessary to deal with 
the growing danger of pollution of the high seas.

That  in brief, Mr. Chairman, is where the UN now stands in its efforts to 
mobilize the world community into effective action to preserve and protect the 
ocean environment.

A beginning has been made. Governments a re now starting to think and plan 
in terms of their  national needs and interests and, hopefully, in terms of the 
broader interests  of mankind as a whole.

Many hard  problems remain to be resolved and they will not be resolved over
night. Rut I  cannot believe tha t man will j>ermit this last, great, largely untapped 
area  of our planet to become a scene of conflicting national rivalries and the 
destructive and waste ful use of it s enormous resources.

If ever there was a time and place where the extension of the  rule of law is 
in order, thi s is surely the time and place.
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Mr. Gallagher. Tha nk  you very much , Am bas sad or Ph ill ips .
Professor Gardn er , we welcome you here  th is aft ern oon. Will  you  

please proceed  ?

STATEMENT OF RICHARD N. GARDNER, HENR Y L. MOSES PRO
FESSOR OF LAW AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION

Mr.  Gardner. Mr.  Ch air ma n, let me begin by making an apology  
for my lat e ar riv al.  I  was a spe aker at  a conferen ce de ali ng  w ith  the 
Genocide Con ven tion , a nd  I  g ot  he re just as soon as I could .

I was asked to ta lk  tod ay abou t the env ironm ent , popu lat ion , and 
space  and the  seabed, and I feel ra th er  like the poor schoolboy who 
was giv en a 200-word essay to wr ite  on a sub jec t of  his  choice, and 
he sai d, “As the top ic, I  will  choose the univ erse  an d othe r topics .”

And  you have given me 15 minutes  to deal  wi th the universe.  So 
pe rha ps  the  best thi ng  I  can do is to  s umm arize t he ma in po ints of my 
sta tem ent, ca lling  y our att en tio n to the  pages on which  m ore detai led  
sugges tions for  implement ing these ideas  app ear .

Before I  star t, however, perm it me to soun d a note of  caution . In  
our preocc upatio n wi th these g lam oro us tasks fo r the U ni ted Nations,  
let us no t forget  the  U.N. ’s old  task s: those abs olu tely  fund am en tal  
responsibil itie s w hich the  U N . was given in its ch ar ter fo r the  pr om o
tion o f peace, economic develo pment,  and hu ma n righ ts.

It  is on these questions th at the  U.N .’s per for ma nce will  be jud ged 
by th e pe ople  of the world, and r ig ht ly  so.

Invo lvi ng  the  U.N. in new task s, I  fea r, is fo r some peop le a eu
phemism or an excuse fo r do wn grad ing  its  role  as a pea cekeep ing 
agency.

Hav in g sta rte d wi th th at  cauti on ary  note, I  proceed to the fo ur  
subject s which I  was invit ed to di scus s today.

First , the  e nvi ronment. A U.N . response to the  e nv ironm ental  chal
lenge is obviously lon g overdue . While some measures  to  defend  the 
env ironm ent  can be tak en  bv indiv idu al nations  alone, there are  re 
sources t hat don’t belong en tir ely  to any  nati on —the  sea , c ert ain  lakes  
and  riv ers , migra tory  anima ls—whose effective  ma nageme nt req uir es 
in ternat iona l coopera tion .

Even manag ement  of  resources wi thi n the geograp hic  confines of  
one n ati on  c an benef it from th e sh ar ing of  na tio na l experience.

I th in k we are  b eg inn ing to recognize th at  ho w a na tio n dea ls with 
its  environment is no lon ger its  own and  nobody else’s business. We  
are begin nin g to com prehen d the  un ity  of the  wo rld ’s ecological sys
tem, which means th at  all na tio ns  may be affected by how any one of  
them t reats it s a ir  and w ate r an d land.

For  these rea sons , I  th in k t he  U.N . a nd  the  in tern at iona l community  
will he inc rea singly  involve d in env ironm ent al questio ns—even those 
th at  have been h ith er to  re ga rded  as domestic. Indeed , the  most pow er
ful  impetus to world  o rder  ma y no  longer be  the  th re at  of  nu clear w ar,  
bu t ra th er  the ur ge nt  nece ssity of  new tra ns na tio na l measures to 
pro tec t th e global env ironm ent .

Now  on the top  of  page 4 o f my st ate me nt I  have suggeste d a num ber  
of th ings  th at  the  U.N . can do abo ut env ironm ent al problems. Of 
course, i t is a lre ad y doing some things , b ut  wha t I  am ca lling  fo r here  
is a substa nti all y u pg rade d effor t.
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First, a massive program to educate people, particularly political 
leaders, about the environmental crisis, together  with research efforts 
and studies, and the tra inin g of specialists to handle these problems.

Second, a worldwide observation network, using observation satel
lites and other new technology, to monitor the world's environment 
on a continuing basis, with the U.N. evaluating and disseminating this 
information to all the world’s people.

Thi rd, the negotiation of new international agreements which pro
vide for firm an tipollution and other environmental commitments, so 
tha t nations  and industries accepting thei r environmental responsi
bilities suffer no competitive disadvantage in  internationa l trade.

Mr. Chairman, I think the businessmen of this  country and other 
countries will soon be tel ling th eir  governments that they can’t accept 
the heavy cost of antipollution  measures unless thei r competitors in 
other countries are subject to  the same responsibilities. And for this, 
we need interna tional agreements.

And fourth , we should have more U.N. action to assure tha t multi
lateral  aid programs are carried forward with due regard for their  
environmental implications, and to encourage the application of en
vironmental safeguards in bilate ral aid. You know, I am sure, tha t 
downstream erosion from the Aswan I)am may wash away as much 
productive fa rm land as is opened by the new irrig ation systems around 
Lake Nasser. The United States has made similar mistakes in its own 
foreign aid efforts.

And last, and perhaps  most ambitious, we could establish a U.N. 
program for the world’s heritage, inc luding scenic, historic and natural 
resources now in danger of destruction, whose survival is a matter of 
concern to all mankind.

Take Venice, for example, which may be under water in 50 years. 
The dangers  threa tening this precious heritage of all mankind call 
for urgent international action, led by UNESCO and other U.N. 
agencies.

I turn next to the popula tion problem. So much has already been 
said about this before congressional committees, tha t I won't go through 
the numbers again, and we all know the dimensions of the problem.

Mr. F ascell,. You are  not advocating a zero rate, a re you?
Mr. Gardner. I  won't get into  that , but I  do say this, tha t the present 

rate of population  growth, and I think th is is common ground in this 
room, I hope it is, the present rate  of population growth  is simply not  
consistent with the rate  of economic progress and the kind of decent 
world environment we are all seeking.

Now in an area like family planning, the case for a multilateral 
approach is part icula rly compelling. As the richest Nation in the 
world, and as a white Nation, we can’t be in the position of running 
around the world telling dark, poor people that there should be less 
of them. And th is is a case where working thro ugh a global organiza
tion, in which responsibilities are widely shared, can very much assist 
in the implementation of  the objectives we seek.

In May of last year , a citizens panel of the United Nations Associa
tion, chaired by John D. Rockefeller 3d, on which I had the privilege 
of serving, issued a report entitled “World Population—a Challenge 
to the United Nations and Its  System of Agencies.”
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I believe that report is available to your committee. Its recommendations deserve to be implemented and implemented as a mat ter of urgency. They are summarized on page 5 of my statement. I  won’t go through them, except to say t ha t the main idea is th at the  U.N. should be spending at least $100 million a year for research, training and implementation of family plann ing programs, and tha t there should be a Commissioner for Population, to speak with one voice for the U.N. in this area.
Mr. Gallagher. Here in the United States, i t might be a good idea, too.
Mr. Gardner. Family  plann ing begins at home, I believe, is the appropriate  thing  to say. [Laughter.]
Now outer space, again a large and complex issue, and I probably have all of 3 minutes to cope with it. On page 11, I  suggest tha t we create a United Nations Space Insti tute , which would be a center for the cooperative planning of space exploration in which all U.N. members could be invited to take part .
Scientists from the United States and the Soviet Union and other countries could work together on such subjects as the medical problems of manned space flight. And they could recommend a set of common priorities for  mankind in space, and a specific timetable of space missions.
There is no point in the two countries going on duplica ting activities and spending billions of  dollars which would much bet ter be spent on pressing domestic problems, and I see a U.N. effort as a way to get us out of this race, and this competitive effort. And if we want to be really ambitious, we could even envisage a United  Nations space station. Join t ventures in space between ourselves and the Russians have hitherto  been regarded as impractical. I t has been said that  the presence of Soviet ast ronauts and Soviet scientists at our  launching sites would give them access to our rocket technology, and vice versa, but new technology offers a way around th is problem.
Both we and the Russians have developed the ar t of rendezvous and docking in outer space, and we could separately launch modules for a United Nations space station,  and our astronauts could work together in projects of this kind. I have discussed this  with men who have the technical competence tha t I lack, and they tell me tha t there is no technical impediment to doing this if we are really serious about it.
The U.N. space station could be an orbiting astronomical laboratory, gather ing inform ation about our solar system and the universe beyond, and it could be used for practical earth applications—for weather forecasting, observing ice and snow accumulations, mapping ocean currents, monitor ing the environment, and locating mineral deposits.Now, I  say a word in this space section about a related matter, space communications, and all I have time to say now is to remind this committee of the hearings  held by your s ister subcommittee of the Foreign Affairs Committee last year on broadcast satellites, and the fact that  13 Senators and 44 Members of the House, from both parties, have written  the  Secretary of State support ing the recommendation of the Foreign Affairs Subcommittee th at “the United States should support reasonable requests by the Secretary General of the U.N. for free use of INT ELS AT facilities.”



261

I am sorry to say tha t elements within the U.S. Government are 
still resisting this proposal, even though it would do a grea t deal to 
streng thening  U.N. and involve only 1 percent of the channels and 
resources of the INTE LSAT  system. How can we talk of new tasks 
for the U.N., when we don’t match this talk  with our actions?

Now, finally, the seabed, again an enormously complex mat ter. We 
heard a masterly exposition from Ambassador Phillips. There are two 
key questions, as you know, fi rst the width  of the Continental Shelf  
in which coastal states should have exclusive mineral rights, and 
second the kind of regime tha t should apply  to areas beyond the 
jurisdiction of coastal states.

I submit to this committee tha t the fa ilure  of the U.S. Government 
to develop clear answers to these two questions, and we have had 
5 years in which to do so, has contr ibuted to an unfortunate  polariza 
tion of views.

I think the clarification of the American view is a matter of very 
great urgency. I set forth the reasons, star ting  on pages 20 and 21 
of th is paper .

I believe our national intere st would be served by coming out in 
favor  of a relatively narrow Continental Shelf boundary, that is to 
say, 200 meters depth  o r 50 miles bread th, whichever is greater, with 
the remainder of the  ocean floor under an internationa l regime.

Now, many in the oil indus try are against this. They are afra id of 
an internationa l regime. They want to project  the boundary of the 
United States way out to the continental rise, failing to recognize 
tha t we only have 10 percent of the Continental Shelf of the world, 
and the rest of the world has 90 percent, and if we project ourselves 
out, everyone else will do the same, and this for a country which is 
the major  consumer of minerals seems to me a very shortsighted 
position.

Of course, they argue, some of these mineral or oil spokesmen, tha t 
they would rath er negotiate  with countries individually than  with 
an international agency. I  th ink this is also shortsighted. Senator Pel l 
and others have pointed out tha t if you look at what  is happening 
in the world you see tha t negotiation with individual countries is 
going to be increasingly difficult, and there is no reason to think we 
couldn’t get an effective in ternational mechanism with  special voting 
and other  arrangements to give us the safeguards we seek. This  would 
be essentially a United Nations authority which would license na
tional governments or priva te companies to exploit the deep seabed 
under effective internationa l regulation.

Now, am I allowed 2 more minutes to conclude? Mr. Chairman, 
I hope I  haven’t t respassed too far upon your patience.

On page 24, I suggest a few implications of all this for American 
policy. If  we are frank with ourselves, we have to admit tha t the 
U.N. presently suffers from serious weaknesses that restric t its capacity 
to undertake these tasks effectively. The Secre tariat  doesn’t have a 
sufficient number of qualified experts, the U.N. is not effectively 
organized in these new technological areas. We need a more unified 
effort by the headquarters organization, the UND P, the semiautono- 
mous bodies and the specialized agencies, along the lines of the rec
ommendations of Sir  Robert Jackson in his recent capacity study.

But  beyond all this, we have to face the problem of American
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leadership. In  recent years, the United States has fought hard against 
increases in the U.N. budget, and has gone so far  as to join in join t 
recommendations on this subject with the Soviet Union. Due to this  
atti tude on the budget, our delegates are in the anomalous position 
of saying tha t we favor U.N. initiatives in environment, in popula
tion, in outer space, and other areas, provided they don’t cost any money.

Now as long as this financial att itude persists, the U.N. simply will 
not be able to attr act  the top flight talent it needs, upgrade its  central 
secretar iat, and respond as it should to the new challenges confront ing it.

Candor compels me to note that  the Congress bears some responsi
bility for the difficult position in which our delegation presently finds 
itself. Congress has cut the U.S. contributions to the U.N. develop
ment program to the point where the U.S. can no longer put  up its 
tradit ional  40 percent of the total, and last year Congress required  
tha t $2.5 million of our assessed share of the regula r budgets of U.N. 
agencies must be paid  in  nonconvertible foreign currencies, a require
ment inconsistent w ith the U.N. financial regulations.

No one questions, of course, tha t in the face of rising costs and 
pressing domestic needs we must make every effort to reduce unneces
sary expenditures in the U.N. as well as elsewhere. But, Mr. Chair
man, I  cannot accept the assumption which seems to be prevalent in 
the appropr iations committees and in cer tain parts  of the administr a
tion, that increases in our contributions to internat ional organizations 
must be limited in proportion to limitations placed on other par ts 
of our Federal budget.

In  conclusion, I would note that the Nixon doctrine in foreign 
policy states a commendable objective, tha t we should do less by our
selves and more in partne rship with others. I hope we will give 
concrete manifesta tion to both of these propositions, and not only to 
the first of them.

I hope we will use the occasion of the 25th anniversary  of the Uni ted 
Nations to increase our intellectual, political  and financial support 
for the U.N.’s exciting new tasks, and for its vitally important  old 
tasks as well.

Thank you.
(The complete statement of Mr. Gardner follows:)

S ta te m ent of  R ic hard  N.  Gardn er , H en ry  L. Mos es  P ro fessor  of  L aw  an d> 
I nte rn ati onal Org an ization

N EW  TA SK S FOR  T H E  UNIT ED  NATIO N S— T H E  EN V IR ON M EN T,  PO PU LA TIO N, 
SP AC E AN D SE AB ED S

Your inv itat ion  to test ify on “New Tasks for the United Nation s” is gr at ify ing and challenging. I believe t ha t in its  second qu ar ter century  the  U.N. should devote increasing atte ntion to a clus ter of interr ela ted  problems and  opp ortu nities th at  it  hardly noticed for most of i ts first  twenty-five  years. These are  ar ea s which the  acce lera ting  advances of science and technology have made vita lly impor tan t and  where cooperat ive action through the  U.N. can serve  the int ere sts  of all men regard less  of national, ideological, or racial differences . I have  selected fou r of these are as today—the environment, population , out er space, and na tura l resources (with particu lar  att ention to the seab ed).  There  are  othe rs th at  could be mentioned, of course, but these are  fou r of the  “new task s’  ̂which were a pa rti cu lar preoccupation of mine dur ing  my service  as  Deputy Ass istan t Secreta ry of Sta te for Intern ational Organization Affair s from 1961 to 1965 and  which contin ue to engage my att ention now th at  I have  ret urned to privat e life.
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Before I get to this subject, however, permit me to sound one note of caution. 
In our preoccupation with these glamorous “new tasks,” let us not forget the  
U.N.’s “old task s”—those absolutely fundamental responsibilities given the 
U.N. in its Charter—the promotion of peace, economic development, and human 
rights. It  is on these questions that the U.N.’s performance will be judged by 
the people of the world—and rightly so. “Involving the U.N. in new tasks,” I 
fear, is for some people a euphemism or an excuse for downgrading its role as 
a peacekeeping agency.

Since you have asked me to cover a variety of subjects, I shall reduce exposi
tion and historical background to the minimum, focussing in each case on wrhat 
concerns this committee—what, exactly, should the U.N. do about it?
The Environment

Our new concern with the environment has focused so fa r on domestic prob
lems. We have largely neglected the international dimension. But now we are 
finally beginning a systemat ic look at our global environment in a new U.N. 
committee preparing for a world conference in Stockholm in 1972.

A U.N. response to the  environmental challenge is long overdue. While some 
measures to deal with the  environment can be taken by individual nations alone, 
there are resources that do not belong entirely  to any nation—the sea, certa in 
lakes and rivers, migrato ry animals—whose effective management requires 
international cooperation. Even management of the environment within  the 
confines of a single nation may benefit from the sharing of national experience.

Moreover, w’e are finally beginning to recognize that  how a nation deals with 
its national environment is no longer its own and nobody else’s business. We 
are beginning to comprehend the unity of the world’s ecological system, which 
means tha t all nations may be affected by how any one of them trea ts its air, 
w’ater and land.

We are gradually awakening to the realization th at  all mankind depends on 
the same scarce and relative ly shrinking  resource pool, and therefore has an 
interest in the wise husbanding of resources wherever they may be located. And 
business firms around the world are  beginning to argue that  they cannot accept 
the additional costs of anti-pollution measures unless their  overseas competitors 
do the same.

For all these reasons, the international community will be increasingly in
volved in environmental issues—even those tha t have hither to been regarded 
as “domestic.” Indeed, the most powerful impetus to world order may no longer 
be the threa t of nuclear war, but rather the urgent necessity of new trans
national measures to protect  the global environment.

President Kennedy asked the General Assembly in 1963 for a U.N. effort to 
deal with environmental problems—but nobody was listening. Although Pres i
dent Nixon mentioned the environment in his address to the Assembly las t fall, 
his only proposals for international action have been made in NATO. As an 
organization of limited membership whose principal function is military defense, 
NATO is not well suited to be the centerpiece of our effort in this field.

The global environment concerns all nations, regardless of national, ideological, 
or racial differences. Some wmrk on the environment can be usefully undertaken 
in regional agencies like OECD, but a universal problem needs a universal system 
of organizations to deal w ith it. The U.N. system, including i ts regional commis
sions and Specialized Agencies, is the nearest thing to a universal system we have. 
The Stockholm Conference provides an additiona l reason to make it more uni
versal by admitting mainland  China and divided states. At the very least, the 
U.N. should invite the Peking regime, the two Germanies, the two Viet Nams, 
and two Koreas to participate in the Stockholm meeting.

The U.N. system, of course, is already involved in environmental  problems. 
Important  work has been done in the International Maritime Consultative Orga
nization. for example, on oil pollution in the seas. UNESCO, the World Health 
Organization, the Food and Agriculture Organization, the Inter national Atomic 
Energy Agency, and the Intergovernmental  Oceanographic Commission, to give 
only a few examples, have all had a piece of the environmental “action.”

What more can the U.N. system do about environmental problems?
To begin with, it could undertake a massive program to educate the world’s 

people, particularly political leaders, on the problems of the environment: could 
sponsor joint research efforts and studies; and could finance the  train ing  of spe
cialists to handle different environmental problems.

It  could organize a world-wide observation network, using observation satel
lites and other new technology, to monitor the world’s environment  on a con-
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tinuing basis, and it  could operate a service for  the evaluation and dissemination 
of this information for  all nations.

It  could encourage the  negotiation of international agreements providing for 
firm anti-pollution and other environmental commitments so tha t nations and 
industr ies accepting thei r environmental responsibilities suffer no competitive 
disadvantage in international trade .

It could insure tha t multilateral  aid programs are  carried forward with due 
regard  for thei r environmental implications, and could encourage the applica
tion of environmental safeguards in bilateral aid. (Down-stream erosion from 
the Aswan Dam, we now discover, may wash away as much productive farm land 
as is opened by the new irrigation systems around Lake Nasser.)

Finally, it could establish a U.N. Program for the World Heritage, including 
scenic, historic and natural resources now in danger of destruction whose sur
vival is a matter of concern to all mankind.

Obviously, each nation should be free to decide whether or not to nominate 
a property  within its territo ry for inclusion in the Program. At the same time, 
the community of nations should be free to decide whether or not to accept it.

Countries whose resources were included in the Program would gain the ad
vantage of interna tional advice and financial aid in the ir development with 
consequent benefits to their  economies as a whole. And the world community 
would be in a position to safeguard unique and irreplaceable resources—Venice, 
Angkor Vat, some of the great wildlife reserves of Africa—in which all mankind 
has a common interest.

If the U.N. is to ac t effectively on environmental problems, a central group of 
distinguished scientists should be established under the Economic and Social 
Council to evaluate and help coordina te the work of the different U.N. agencies 
active in this area. The historic patte rn of functional specialization contains the 
danger tha t ecological interrelationships may not be adequately considered. For  
example, FAO may vote, as it recently did, to continue use of DDT; but this 
question needs to be looked a t by a group whose thinking is not mainly centered 
on agricultural productivity. An “overview” committee of experts could take a 
broader view in evaluating the implications for the environment of new as well 
as existing scientific discoveries.
Population

We have all heard a great deal during the last few years about the world 
population problem. Instead of repeating it, let me ju st state in one paragraph 
what  I take to be the essential po in t:

Presen t ra tes of population growth in most developing countries of the world— 
and some developed countr ies as well—will, if  continued, destroy all our hopes 
for meaningful increases in individual living standards. Worse still, world popu
lation trends are dangerously overloading the natu ral environment, threatening 
political stability, and breeding tensions tha t increasingly erupt into violence. 
The rate of world population growth is now so great—its consequences are now 
so grave—that this may be the las t generation tha t has the opportunity to limit 
population growth on the basis of free  choice. If we do not make voluntary family 
planning possible in this generation, we will make compulsory family planning 
inevitable in future generations.

For the first 17 years  of its existence the U.N. did nothing about  the population 
problem except for s tatis tical  and  demographic activity. It  was only in December 
1962 tha t the General Assembly, at the initiative of the Swedish government, 
passed its first resolution on the subject. In a speech approved by President 
Kennedy. I told the Assembly on tha t occasion tha t the United States favored 
U.N. action to deal with the population problem and tha t we were prepared to 
“help other countries, upon request, to find potential sources of information 
and assistance on ways and means of dealing with population problems.” It  is 
a measure of how backward we were on population in those days that  this  s tate 
ment was regarded as revolutionary.

Since 1962, both the United States and the United Nations have come a long 
way. We have begun a major effort to make family planning services available 
at home and we have made increasing  funds for family planning available in our 
foreign aid program. The General Assembly, the Economic and Social Council, 
the Economic Commission for Asia and the Far  East, the United Nations Chil
dren’s Fund, the World Health  Organization and UNESCO have all established 
legislative mandates for action by their executive leadership. The World Bank 
under Robert McNamara has also moved swiftly into the population field.
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The Secretary-General has established a Trust Fund for Population under 
the U.N. Development Program which is available  to support the population 
activities of the U.N. and the Specialized Agencies. The Administrator of tha t 
Program has appointed a senior official to be in charge of the Fund. The U.N.'s 
own Population Division has been strengthened. The U.N. has sent missions to 
India, Pakistan, Colombia and various par ts of Africa, and has recruited Popu
lation Program officers who are now in the field in Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America.

All this represents progress, and our country played a leading role in it. Yet 
the ratio of talk to action on population remains distressingly high. The world 
still lacks a wholly satisfactory, economical contraceptive well adapted to the 
needs of the developing countries. Few developing countries yet have effective 
nation-wide family planning programs. Only a small fraction  of the U.N.’s 
funds are  yet earmarked for population programs.

In a sensitive area like family planning the case for a multil ateral  approach 
is particularly  compelling. International agencies can help promote a broad 
consensus on the nature of the population problem and on what ought to be done 
about it. They can help countries share responsibility for taking controversial 
steps tha t may be opposed by particular domestic in terests. They can help pre
vent family planning from becoming a cold war issue involving political ideolo
gies—or a subject of disagreement between national or racial groups. The 
United Nations and its family of agencies are thus a logical place for increased 
efforts to deal with the population problem.

In May 1969 a citizens’ panel of the United Nations Association chaired by 
John D. Rockefeller 3rd on which I had the privilege of serving issued a report 
entitled “World Population—A Challenge to the United Nations and Its  System 
of Agencies.” Its  most important recommendations were as follows:

1. The present Tru st Fund for Population should be increased to at least 
$100 million in voluntary contributions per year (an increase of more than 
ten-fold over present levels).

2. A Commissioner for Population should be established to administer the 
Fund, implement population projects financed from the Fund, and represent  
the U.N. in dealings with governments and in intergovernmental forums 
concerned with population.

3. The Commissioner for Population should be prepared to sponsor or 
support projects extending across the whole spectrum of population and 
family planning programs such as the training of medical and paramedica l 
personnel; family planning components of health facilit ies ; the use of 
mass-communication techn iques ; the manufacture of contraceptive materi
als ; the establishment of special population study centers as well as ongoing 
statis tical census and demographic work.

4. The Commissioner for Population should devote substantial resources 
from the Population Tru st Fund to the support of research into better 
methods of fe rtility control, in to the operation of family planning programs 
and into the relationsh ip between population policy and development policy. 
I believe the World Bank should also be encouraged to devote substantial 
sums to this purpose.

I have estimated  elsewhere {The Global Partnership, p. 337) tha t the cost of 
providing family planning services to all the women in the world who want to 
have them would be something like $2 billion a year. This offers some notion of 
the magnitude of the task before us. Obviously the U.N. cannot be a substitute  
for national efforts. But it can encourage them and provide essential  advice, 
technology, and resources where these are wanted  and needed.
Outer Space

The case for using the United Nations system as a framework for space 
cooperation is a powerful one.

It  is in the interest of all countries, whatever the ir ideology, tha t space 
and celestial bodies should not be subjected to competing national claims, that 
cooperative experiments be undertaken and information exchanged, tha t world
wide weather services be developed and that  communications among nations be 
improved. U.N. meetings have served to emphasize this common interest  to 
Soviet sc ientists and technical experts and, through them, to the Soviet Govern
ment. While the United Nations and its Specialized Agencies are not the only 
institu tions to promote cooperation, they do help to put cooperation between 
the United States and the Soviet Union into a broader framework tha t recog
nizes the interests of other countries. And, since the success of the U.N. pro-
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grams is enhanced by U.S.-Soviet cooperation, the interest of other countries 
in such cooperation tha t is manifested in U.N. meetings has helped to stimulate 
affirmative Soviet actions.

For the United States, cooperative efforts are an absolute necessity if certain 
space activi ties are to be successful. In weather and communications, for 
example, the technology of the United S tates can yield maximum dividends to its 
own people and to others only if many nations join in allocating radio frequencies, 
in tracking and communicating with space vehicles, and in placing necessary 
ground instal lations on their territories. For certain activities, bilateral arrange
ments ar e most sui table; for others, cooperative projects may be easier to achieve 
if they a re multi lateral and bear United Nations endorsement.

It  is not too much to hope that, beyond these benefits, cooperative space 
ventures will strengthen the sense of world community. The new responsibilities 
of the United Nations for promoting scientific cooperation and information 
exchange and for assisting in th e development of world-wide weather  and com
munication services cannot fail to strengthen the organization as a force for 
peace by binding its members to it through ties of common interest.

These are  some of the considerations tha t led the United States  to propose 
a comprehensive program of space cooperation under the U.N. auspices in lfifil. 
The result of this initiative was the Space Treaty, the Treaty  on Rescue and 
Return  of Astronauts, the World Weather Watch, and certain  modest U.N. 
activities  of technical assistance and information exchange in the space field.

Frankly, I wish our cooperative efforts through the U.N. could have been more 
ambitious. Tn his address to the General Assembly of  September 20, 1903, 
President Kennedy s aid:

In a field where the United States and the Soviet Union have a special 
capacity—the field of space—there  is room for new cooperation, for furth er 
joint efforts in the regulation and exploration of space. I include among these 
possibilities a joint expedition to the moon. . . . Why . . . should the 
United States and the Soviet Union, in preparing for such expeditions, 
become involved in immense duplications of research, construction and 
expenditure? Surely we should explore whether the scientists and astro
nauts of our two countries—indeed, of all the world—cannot work together 
in the conquest of space, sending some day in this decade to the moon not 
the reperesentatives of a single nation but the representatives of all of 
our countries.

Unfortunately , the Soviet Union did not respond to this invitation, and the 
Johnson Administration made no serious effort to revive it.

Thus, for  the better par t of a decade, we engaged with the Russians in a 
race to the  moon. This race involved a massive duplication of effort and a 
substantial waste of expenditure on both sides. Moreover, important opportuni
ties for the  enhancement of international cooperation were lost.

With the brilliantly  successful landing of our astronauts on the moon in July 
of last year, the  race to the moon ended. It is too late to convert this race 
into a cooperative venture in space exploration on behalf of all mankind. Rut 
it is not too late to try a new approach in the next phase of space exploration.

A first step in this direction could be the creation of a United Nations Space 
Institute. The Institute, which might be located in Geneva or Vienna, would be 
a center for the cooperative planning of space exploration in which all U.N. 
members could be invited to take part .

Scientists from the United States and the Soviet Union and other countries 
could work together on such subjects as the medical problems of manned space 
flight. They could recommend a set of common priorit ies for mankind in space 
and a specific timetable of space missions.

Instead of both the United States and the Soviet Union undertaking landings on Mars and Venus, for example, each could divide responsibility for inst ru
mented landings on different planets. Such activities would be considered part 
of a total U.N. program and every opportunity would be found to let other 
countries participate in their  prepa ration and in the sharing of the information.

We could also establish a United Nations Space Station, a true  joint venture 
of mankind in what most authorities  now agree is the most important space 
task of the next decade.

Join t ventures  in space between ourselves and the Russians have hitherto  
been regarded as impractical. It  has been said that the presence of Soviet 
astronauts and Soviet scientists at American launching sites would give them 
access to our rocket technology and thus prejudice our national security—and 
vice versa.
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But technology now offers a way around this problem. Both we and the 
Soviets have developed the  a rt  of rendezvous and docking in space. We and they 
could launch elements of a space station tha t could be assembled in outer  
space. The equipment could be agreed on in advance to assure compatibility. 
The astronauts—drawn not only from the United States  and the Soviet Union 
hut from other U.N. members—could be trained together at the U.N. Space 
Institute .

When other U.N. members—for example. Japan and European countries— 
develop sufficient space capabilities, they could be invited to launch additional 
modules for the space station. In the meantime, their  scientific abilities could 
be used to the full in designing and producing the  equipment to be launched by 
the  U.S. and the U.S.S.R.

A U.N. Space Station could be an orbiting astronomical laboratory, gather ing 
information about our sola r system and the universe beyond. It  could also be used 
for practical earth  applications—for weather forecasting, observing ice and snow 
accumulations, mapping ocean currents, monitoring the environment, and locating 
mineral deposits. One day it might help pat rol troubled borders and verify arms 
control agreements.

Such a cooperative space program could serve the enlightened self-interest of 
all. The, sharing of the costs of space exploration and the adopting of a space 
timetable geared to scientific cooperation ra the r than poli tical competition could 
save billions of dollars the U.S. and the Soviet Union could devote to pressing 
domestic needs.

The non-space powers, including the less developed countries, could pa rticipate  
more fully in space exploration. Every country would have access to information 
gained from space, activities—for example, the discovery of mineral deposits 
made possible by observation from a space station. Finally—and by no means 
least  important—significant political benefits could be realized in close U.S.- 
Soviet cooperation and a stronger United Nations.

The other aspects of space cooperation th at should be mentioned here is cooper
ation in the use of new technology in space communications. In the 1970s, the 
International Telecommunication Satellite Consortium (Intelsa t) will be fur the r 
developing its global network of space communications, making use of huge 
Intel sat satellites with 5,000 voice channels, enough for 12 TV broadcasts.

As this committee knows, the present technology makes use of point-to-point 
satellites,  in which messages are sent from one ground s tation through the satel
lite to another station on the ground. But the 1970s will usher in the use of 
broadcast satellites, which can transm it radio or TV to thousands of community 
or village receivers simultaneously, and eventually  into home radio or TV sets 
over an a rea of a million square miles.

The difference between broadcast satellites  and point-to-point satelli tes is 
both economic and political. Because they bypass the need for expensive ground 
relay systems, broadcast satell ites may be cheaper and more effective than 
alternative means of communication for reaching large  areas, particular ly in less 
developed countries like India, Pakistan, Indonesia and Brazil.

Broadcast  satelli tes also raise  the, possiblity of broadcasting to the citizens of 
a country without the consent and perhaps even over the opposition of its govern
ment. The prospect of bypassing national broadcasting networks has alarmed  
some people. In the corridors of the United Nations, one delegate from a less 
developed country has remarked:  “The heads of foreign states  will soon be able 
to address my people, but our own president will not be able to do so. What 
is the U.N. going to do to help us?”

Of course, it  can be argued tha t space broadcasting is merely an extension of 
the broadcasting on shortwave now carried on by such agencies as the Voice of 
America, the Briti sh Broadcas ting Corporation, and Radio Moscow. It is, how
ever, a significant extension. Unlike shortwave broadcasting, radio programs 
broadcast from space will be indistinguishable, so fa r as quality of reception is 
concerned, from radio programs broadcast locally. And television programs sent 
from space will have a substantially  gre ater psychological impact than shortwave 
radio broadcasts.

The heart  of the political problem can be summed up th us : Countries with no 
immediate prospect of carrying on space broadcasting fear that  the United States, 
the  Soviet Union or possibly a joint  European satellite authority may use this 
technology to send thei r people political or commercial messages tha t the gov
ernments do not like. Unless it is possible to allay the fears of such countries 
about uncontrolled communication with thei r populations and give them an 
interest in the use of this technology for their  own benefit, the enormous po
tent ial of broadcast satelli tes may never be realized.
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Extensive hearings were held on satellite broadcasting last May before the Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on National Security Policy and Scientific Developments. Without wishing to repea t here my testimony before tha t Subcommittee, let me simply repeat two of the, main points :The first point is tha t we should greatly accelerate our efforts to make satellit e broadcasting available  to the less developed countries to help speed their  efforts at  national integrat ion and economic development. A network of community TV receivers in India, for example, could be an enormous aid in the eradication of illiteracy, the introduction of new agricul ture techniques, and the encouragement of family planning. In adap ting the new technology to the needs of the developing countries maximum use should be made of the research, technical assistance, and financial resources of the U.N. system. This will mean new roles and responsibilities for agencies like UNESCO, the UNDP, the International Telecommunication Union, and the World Bank.
The second point is tha t Intel sat should grant the U.N.’s modest request submitted to the Intelsat Conference las t year for f ree use of it s facilities  to handle the U.N.’s internal communication needs and to carry  radio and TV programs produced at the U.N. The U.N.’s needs could be met with one percent of the channel capacity available on the Intelsat IV satellites that  will soon lie available. This would be a good “public relations” investment for Intel sat and would have no adverse effect on the profitability of the system.The U.N.’s request to meet its internal communication needs is extremely modest—two telephone links from New York to Geneva, one telephone link each with its five major regional centers, and one link each with its peacekeeping operations in Cyprus, the Middle Eas t and Kashmir.Free use of satellites  would help meet the U.N.’s urgent need for  be tter communications to manage its  world-wide operations. During the Middle E ast crisis of June 1907 the U.N. was seriously handicapped by its  inadequate communications arrangements—the Secretary-General and his s taff did not know what was going on in the area until many hours later. The U.N. will never be an adequate peacekeeping agency u ntil it has bette r communications facil ities at its disposal.As the U.N. document submitted last year to the Inte lsat  Conference put i t : “Under present circumstances the U.N. is taking risks  which for long have been regarded as unacceptable by governments for their own national communications needs.” Surely it would be in our own and the general interest to give the U.N. a secure, reliable and cost-free method of communication for it s operations in the service of humanity.
Free use of Intelsat facilities for TV and radio programs produced at U.N. headquarters would also be in the general interest, since it would encourage the dissemination of such programs now greatly inhibited by the high cost. It  is a paradox tha t the only area of the  world that, as a practical matter, can get simultaneous TV transmiss ion from the United Nations today is North America. By the accident of the U.N.’s location in th is hemisphere, our people can get the U.N. immediately on TV when here is a crisis or a Security Council debate, but the rest of the world cannot. This seems to me an element of discrimination or inequality which is really  unfortunate .
We want to keep the U.N. here, but surely we want to make it possible for  other nations and other peoples to  know what is going on at  the U.N.It serves our enlightened self-inte rest to encourage the distribution  of programs tha t may give people around the world a different point of view than they normally hear on their own national TV or radio networks.Thirteen Senators and 44 members of the House from both partie s have wri tten the Secretary of State supporting las t May’s recommendation of the Foreign Affairs Subcommittee that “the United States should support reasonable requests by the Secretary-General of the United Nations for free use of In telsat facilit ies.” Yet elements within the United States  Government a re still resisting this proposal. Here, I am afraid , is a practical example of how our talk of “new tasks” for the  U.N. has not yet been matched by our actions.Looking beyond the specific questions of free use of Inte lsat  facilities, there are many things tha t could be done to use satellite  communication as an inst rument for the building of a better world order. The U.N.’s Radio and Visual Services Department, now budgeted at  the totally  inadequate figure of $2 million, could greatly expand its work. The General Assembly could adopt a resolu tion: 1. Providing for an annua l “State  of the World” TV and radio address by the Secretary-General which U.N. members would be asked to carry on thei r TV and radio networks, and
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2. Urging U.N. members to devote at least one hour a week of prime TV 
time (or  radio time where TV does not exi st) to programs produced a t U.N. 
headquarters.

The Radio and Visual Services Department of the U.N. Office of Public Infor
mation has already demonstrated its capacity to produce such programs—some 
showing the executive activities of the U.N. at headq uarters and in the field, 
others giving representa tive and balanced highlights of U.N. debates.

Many U.N. members provide no radio or TV reporting to their populations on 
U.N. activities. Many allow thei r people to hear  only those part s of U.N. debates 
tha t represent thei r national point of view. One hour a week of U.N.-produced 
programs, including highlights of debates, could be a useful corrective. It  would 
surely be a grea t step toward peace if the people of Egypt and Israel, for example, 
could have even a few minutes exposure per week to anoth er view of the Middle 
Eas t problem.

We should have no illusions tha t those U.N. members with tightly closed 
national societies would immediately imidement such a resolution. B ut a resolu
tion of this kind might well mobilize inter natio nal and domestic opinion upon 
them to implement it afte r a number of years. At the very least, it would re
veal very clearly which countries are really prepared to take practica l steps 
toward international understanding and a more effective United Nations—and 
which are not p repared to do so.

The United States should take  the lead in demonstrating  the possibilities of 
promoting intern ational understanding through communication satellites. We 
should give the Soviet leaders the opportunity to talk  directly to the American 
people a t regular intervals on TV in return for the same privilege for our leaders 
in the Soviet Union.

The possibilities opened up by communication sa tellites for world development 
and understanding are  truly  exciting. They provide an opportunity to create  
more open national societies, which are not merely desirable  for their own sake, 
but are essential ingredients of a peaceful in terna tiona l community. To make use 
of th is opportunity, however, we will need to display the same ingenuity in politi
cal and social arrangements tha t we have already demonstrated in the technical 
sphere.

NATUR AL RESOURCES— TH E SEABED

The discovery and wise development of nat ura l resources is a key element in 
efforts to raise living stand ards  in the less developed areas of the world. The 
United Nations system has already  done much valuable work in this field. 
Recently, for example, U.N. exper ts executing a project for the UNDP found 
uranium in Somalia, and the government of Somalia is already making ar range 
ments with foreign industr y fo r the ex traction  of this rich resource on a mutual ly 
beneficial basis.

Yet the  potentia lity of the U.N. in the field of nat ura l resources is even greater 
than  has been realized so far. Much more could be done through the U.N. system 
to help the developing countries discover new resources, tra in resource techni
cians and managers, and integ rate national resource planning with manpower 
development programs, capital requirements, and national and regional plan
ning generally.

It  is tragic tha t U.N. budgetary restrictio ns, for which the United States is 
partly  responsible, are now bearing  with part icul ar severity on the work of the 
resources section of the U.N. Secretariat and are generally limiting the U.N.’s 
work in the resource field. This  is a classic example of penny-wise pound-foolish
ness, because a few million dollars  in U.N. activity  here can yield to resource dis
coveries worth tens of millions in revenues to the governments of the less de
veloped countries as well as our own government.

Indeed, the potentiality for self-financing of the U.N.’s work in the resource 
field has not been sufficiently recognized. Why should not the U.N. receive a 
“finder’s fee” when it discovers resources in a developing country ? The funds 
paid by the developing country out of the new revenues resulting  from the 
resource find could finance U.N. resource surveys in other developing countries.

Let me focus, however, on the major resource issue before the U.N. today— 
the resources of the seabed. I shall be very brief on this subject, since you are 
receiving a full exposition from Ambassador Christopher Phillips.

There are two key questions for the seabed, as we all recognize: First, what 
should be the width of the continenta l shelf in which a coastal state  has ex
clusive mineral righ ts? Second, what  kind of regime should apply to areas beyond 
the jurisdiction  of coastal sta tes? The failure  of the United States Government
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to develop clea r answer s to these two ques tions  has, I fear, contribu ted to an 
un for tun ate  pola riza tion  of views.

At one extreme, the re are  some U.N. members who want nationa l jur isdiction 
in the  s eabed narr owl y limited and who wa nt the U.N. itse lf to c arry  on ex ploita
tion in the  seabed beyond natio nal juri sdic tion , with  most of th e profits from this 
act ivi ty going to the  less developed countr ies.

At the  oth er extrem e, there  are  some segm ents of our petroleum ind ust ry who 
want to exte nd nat ion al jurisdicti on out  to the  seaw ard edge of the cont inen tal 
rise, and  who oppose any kind of int ern ational regime over a pa rt of the  seabed 
which contain s valua ble resources.

The firs t view is clearly  unrea listic . There is lit tle  in the  experience of the 
U.N. th at  suggests th at  it could effectively disch arge  this  kind of operating re
sponsibi lity. The know how and the  technology for  exploi tation of the seabed is 
in the hands of pri vat e companies and  governm ents, mainly our own. If  the 
riches of the seabed ar e ever to get above w ater, adequate  incentives and secu rity 
of inves tmen t will have  to be given those  who have the abili ty to do the  job.

The second view is no less shortsigh ted. The  United  State s has  only 10%  of 
the  worl d’s geological continenta l shelf. As the  worl d’s princ ipal resource con
sumer, we should  not be seeking a solution th at  puts  90% of the  con tine nta l 
shelf  of the world (an d a similar portion of the seabed up to the contine ntal  
ris e) und er the  exclus ive juris dict ion of othe r countries. It  is by no means clear, 
as some spokesm an for  the  petroleum ind ust ry assume, th at  indi vidual coastal  
sta tes  wil l be easier  to deal with tha n a n intern atio nal  authori ty.

The United  States, as the coun try furth est  advanced in seabed technology, 
is in a stron g position to negot iate an intern atio nal  regime accep table to it as 
well a s to othe r nations. A U.N. agency could be establ ished  to license oper ation s 
by privat e companies, public corporations or governments , in ret urn  for  an ap
pro pria te r oyal ty. The roya lties  could be channeled for  world development thro ugh  
the  World Ban k and  its  soft-loan affiliate, the Inte rna tional  Development 
Association.

The U.N. agency  could be estab lished  with  voting  and other arrang ements 
assurin g an appro pri ate  voice for  all the  d ifferent inte rest s involved—the  United 
States and  othe r l ead ers  in  seabed technology, developed co untries, less developed 
count ries, coastal  and  non-coastal sta tes  and so on. The amo unt of the  roy alty  
could be fixed at  a level th at  would provide  ade qua te incentives for  seabed pro
duction and a gener ous amoun t of new financial resour ces for  the developing  
countrie s.

Such a n int ern ation al regime would be f ar  su per ior in term s of our enlightene d 
self- inter est to the  scram ble for resour ces inh ere nt in the  exten sion of nat ion al 
jurisdic tion  to the seaw ard edge of the  cont inen tal rise. An int ern ational regime, 
for one thing, would provide safe gua rds aga ins t wild catt ing  an d a system for 
the order ly registe ring  of claims and settl ing disputes . Most im por tan t of all, it  
would provide fo r intern atio nal  anti-p ollut ion and  conservation mea sure s in a 
vas t are a of the seas th at  might other wise  be subje ct to unr egu late d or in
adequ ately  r egu late d nationa l and p rivate  act ivity .

If an intern ational regime can be worked out  along these  lines—an d with 
U.S. leadersh ip I believe it can—we could then  accept a rela tive ly nar row  
boundary for the  conti nental shelf under nat ion al juris dict ion. To be specific, 
the limi ts of nat ion al jurisdic tion  could be se t at  2 00 mete rs or a la ter al distance 
of 50 miles from  th e sh oreline,  whic hever is gre ater .

It  is obvious th at  the  width  of the boun dary  is inse para bly bound up wit h the  
.nat ure  of the int ern ational regime. Wha t is less obvious, but  also tru e as a 
ma tte r of prac tica l politics, is th at  these  ques tions are  linked to the ques tions  
of the  brea dth  of ter rit or ia l waters and fishery  rights . For  example , cer tain 
Lat in American countrie s are  less well endowed with  seabed resou rces  off the ir 
coasts  but are  concerned with  rich  off-coast fishery resou rces and are  not 
likely to make agree ments  in the one are a withou t sati sfactio n in the  other . 
To put  it  more broad ly, these and othe r sta tes will wan t to tra de  off acceptance  
of the relat ively  narr ow ter rit or ial  sea bounda ry we are  seeking  in re turn  for 
some special recognition of their  fishery int ere sts  beyond and some reasonab le 
sharing  in the  benefits of seabed resou rce development.

For these reasons, I come to the  re luc tan t conclusion th at  the re will have to 
be one inte rna tional  conference to deal with all these complex law of the  sea 
questions, ra th er  tha n the sep arat e conference on the te rri toria l sea and fisheries 
th at  our govern ment has  been seeking. The  trade-offs are  now too well and 
widely recognized to compartme ntalize thes e questions . Of course, if an inte rna-
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tioual conference is held, the di fferent law of the sea questions could be discussed 
iu separate commissions, but the final compromises would be made in 
inter-related negotiations a t the senior political level.

President Nixon put the matter clearly in his Report to the Congress on 
Foreign Policy:

In addition, as man’s uses of the oceans grow, international law must keep 
pace. The most pressing issue regarding  the law of the sea is the need to 
achieve agreement on the breadth of the terr itor ial sea, to head off the 
threat of escalat ing national claims over the ocean. We also believe it 
important to make parall el progress toward establishing an internationally 
agreed boundary between the continental shelf and the deep seabeds and 
on a regime for exploitation of deep seabead resources.

I very much hope t ha t this  statement will soon be translated into official U.S. 
willingness to part icipa te in a single conference and, equally important , into a 
U.S. negotiating position on the questions of continental shelf boundary and 
international regime along the general lines suggested above.

IM PL IC AT IO NS  FOR U .S . POLICY

I have tried  to sketch some of the “new tasks” th at could make the United 
Nations a much more significant force in world affairs than it has been in the 
past. Yet, to be completely honest, I must add tha t the U.N. presently suffers 
from serious weaknesses tha t rest rict its capacity to undertake these tasks 
effectively.

One problem is tha t the U.N. Secretariat does not have a sufficient number of 
highly qualified experts  to support expanded cooperation in areas  like the 
environment, population, space, and natu ral resources. Another is tha t the U.N. 
is not yet organized effectively to deal with these subjects.

To cope w ith the organizat ional problem, we need to press for reforms along 
the lines of the “capacity study” of Sir Robert Jackson in order to achieve a 
more unified effort by the UNDP, the Department of Economic and Social 
Affairs, the semi-autonomous bodies and the Specialized Agencies. We also need 
to draw together the interrelat ed technological areas  presently parcelled out 
among different sections of th e Secretariat.

At the present time, for example, outer space and seabeds are handled by 
the Department of Political  and Security Affairs (headed by a Soviet Under 
Secretary) simply because these items happen to be discussed in the First 
(Politic al) Committee of the General Assembly for which tha t Department is 
responsible. Environm ent and population are handled in the Departm ent of 
Economic and Social Affairs, because those subjects are dealt with in the 
Second (Economic) Committee.

I would recommend abolishing the Special Political Committee of the Assembly, 
transferring  its few annua l items to the First Committee, and creating in its 
place a new Committee to handle the annual debate on the subjects I have 
discussed today, together  with other related issues of science and technology. 
If this were done, it would be logical to establish a new Secre taria t unit 
handling these same issues which could service the new Committee. Hopefully 
governments would send as representa tives to this new Committee highly 
qualified scientists and experts, not political figures or foreign service career 
officers who usually do littl e more than read speeches written  for them in 
capitals.

These points have a number of implications for U.S. policy. In recent years 
the United States  has fought hard  against increases in the U.N. budget, and 
has gone so fa r as to join in joint  representations on this subject with the 
Soviet Union. Due to this  atti tude  on the budget, our delegates are in the 
anomalous position of saying tha t we favor U.N. initiat ives in environment, 
population, outer space and other areas—provided they don’t cost money. Ob
viously, as long as this financial attitude  persists, the U.N. will not be able to 
att rac t the top-flight ta lent it needs, upgrade its central Secretariat, and respond 
as it should to the new challenges confronting it. Moreover, and this is a point 
frequently overlooked in Washington, the United States will be in a poor position 
to press for needed reforms in the U.N.—for strengthening the central U.N. 
machinery in relation to the agencies and for more reasonable methods of 
taking decisions—if it is disengaging itself from its financial respo nsibilities and 
narrowly circumscribing the conditions of its partic ipation.
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Candour compels me to note tn at  tfie Congress bear s some responsibil ity for  the  difficult posit ion in which our U.N. delegation presently  finds itself . Congress has  cut the U.S. con tribu tions to the  U.N. Development Program to the  point where the  U.S. can no longer put  up its tra di tio na l 40% of the  tota l. Congress has required th at  $2.5 million of our  assessed sha re of the reg ula r budgets of U.N. agencies mu st be paid in non-convertib le foreign currencies—a requirement inconsistent wi th the  U.N. financial regu lations. The United  State s, which  has  righ tly compla ined in the pas t of the fa ilu re  of other U.N. members to meet the ir fiscal responsibil ities unde r the  Charter,  is now slipping into defau lt itself.No one question s, o f  course, th at  in the  face  of rising costs and pressing  domestic needs  we mus t make every  effort  to reduce unne cessary expenditures in the  United Nat ions as well as elsewhere. Bu t I cannot accept the  assumption which seems to be prevalent in the  Appropriat ions Committees and in cer tain  par ts of the adm inistratio n th at  increases  in our  con tribu tions to intern ationa l organiza tions must be l imited in proport ion to lim itat ions placed  on oth er pa rts  of our fede ral budget.
Our tota l contributions to the  U.N. system in 1969, inclu ding the  Specialized Agencies and voluntary  programs, amount to about $250 m illion—less than  the cost of New York City Fir e Dep artm ent,  less than  one week’s cost of the  Viet Nam war. How can we talk of having the  U.N. perfo rm bold “new task s” if we are  determined to limit  our effort to thi s amount?
There is a related point th at  needs to be made. This has  to do with the  size of our foreign aid effort. The Congress  recently voted the  sma llest  fore ign aid appropr iation in the  program’s histo ry. Pre sid ent Nixon’s aid  reques t thi s year is the lowest since 1956. At the  very moment th at  other countries are moving toward the internationa lly-agre ed aid ta rg et  of 1% of Gross Nation al Prod uct, we are  moving away from it.
Unless we tak e measures to increase  the  quant ity  and qua lity  of our int ern ational  aid effort, I fea r the pol itica l and financ ial basis  for  the  “new task s” I have outlined today will not exist . This is particular ly tru e with  respe ct to the environment and  population. Not only does action  on envi ronmental and  populatio n problems cost money tha t the  developing c ountries  do not have, bu t pol itical resis tance to efforts in these fields is likely  to grow if U.S. foreig n aid is sta tic  or declining. Already at  the  U.N. some less developed countries are charging that  the new emphas is by the United Sta tes on population  and the envi ronment is a gigan tic “cop out” to  justi fy  a declining aid effort.
The “Nixon doctrine” in foreign policy sta tes  a commendable objective—that  we should do less  by ourselves and  more in partners hip  with others.I hope we will give concrete  manifestation to both of these  propositions, not only to the fir st of them.
I hope we wi ll use the occasion of the  25th ann iversary of the U.N. to increase our intel lectual, political and financia l supp ort for the  U.N.’s exc iting  “new tasks”—and its  vita lly important  “old ta sks” as  w el l!
Mr. Gallagher. Thank you, Professor Gardner.
Mr. Barber?

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR W. BARBER, PRESIDENT, THE INST ITUTE 
FOR POLITICS AND PLANNING, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. B arber. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Members of the committee. I appreciate this oppor tunity  to discuss the future  agenda of the United Nations. Shortly  before World War IT, a diplomat remarked to the Kaiser that, no one could see even a few years into the future . The Kaiser replied, “It  sometimes occurs. Among sovereigns, frequently: among generals, seldom; among diplomats, almost never.”
In the United States, the people are sovereign, and I sincerely believe tha t they now have a vision of the future which diplomats have yet to see. This vision is our hope as well as our frus tration—a world at peace, in which men and women give th eir  attention to the care of children, the elderly, and the environment. If  the United Nations is to gain political legitimacy in the future, it should be based
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on services not to the governments of the world, but  to the people of 
the world.

This gap between diplomacy and the modern world is revealed by 
a recent ad hoc personal survey conducted by a senior administration 
official. At recent Washington cocktail parties he asked the ambassadors 
from foreign governments what they thought of the evening te levi
sion news. He found that very few ambassadors regularly watched.

However, all of the  ambassadors and the political officers who 
draf ted the ir reporting cables regularly read The Washington Post 
and the New York Times. The gap between the world of the New 
York Times and diplomacy, on the one hand,  and the television world 
viewed by the citizens of the Western World, is becoming ever greater, 
a very real one, and a gap th at is growing greate r.

Mr. Fascell (presiding).  There are no secrets anywhere any more.
Mr. Barber. We can reconcile these worlds if  we first recognize that  

there is a gap, and then take effective measures to see that  th e views 
and interests of the citizens are represented in our political and diplo
matic processees.

I would suggest tha t world affairs m ight be improved if  diplomatic 
reports were filed by television. Indeed, as I sit here, I have 
thought tha t testi fyin g before this committee might be improved by a 
television report.

If  ou r ambassador to Saigon had sent President Johnson video re
ports of what was happening in Vietnam, I think our policies might 
have been more realistic  and effective. Vietnam may be the first war 
in history that  was terminated because of bad television reviews.

Today, I would like to make three specific suggestions by which the 
United Nations can more effectively serve the interests of the people 
of the world. Each  is a legitimate concern of the House of Repre
sentatives, the represen tatives of the people.

Fir st, I believe that  the single most significant step tha t could be 
taken  to streng then the United  Nations would be for the Congress 
of the United  States  to pass appropriate  legislation to permit the 
people of the United States  to elect their representatives to the U.N. 
General Assembly.

In  passing, I  thin k we must recognize tha t the U.N. is not a primary  
concern or an active political issue with most of  the citizens of this 
country. If  representatives were on television debating and going to 
the  people fo r votes, then I think  the questions of U.N. policy would 
become a more active concern for the average citizens of this country, 
and I  frankly think they would welcome it.

The second step concerns the dra ftin g of a “Sense of the Con
gress” resolution which would recognize the necessity for U.N. cha rter 
ing of worldwide utilit ies for communications, weather forecasting, 
and certain nuclear services to insure peaceful benefits of atomic energy 
to all people.

The thi rd suggestion is to permit  the Secretary General to issue 
charters to existing world  corporations.

I think that  this  year, 1970, the 25th anniversary of the United  
Nations, would be an appropr iate  time to review the  past and set a 
new course for the future, a future  in which the United  Nations can 
more effectively serve the  needs of the people of the world rather  than 
the  illusions of governments. Let me quickly illustrate the measures 
with which to implement these objectives.
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First, the election of  representatives  to the General Assembly. This step is clearly within the scope of the  U.N. Charter . Other nations, as well as the United States, could similar ly elect the ir representatives if they chose to do so, but they would not be compelled to do so.
I feel confident, and I  am hopeful th at  you gentlemen would concur, tha t a U.S. representa tive to the United Nations who is publicly elected will feel more free—indeed, feel a responsibil ity—to articulate 

the policies and  views which he believes will best serve the needs and interests of the people of the United States.
This would in no way limit the power, responsibility, or authority 

of the Pres iden t of the United States or the Secretary of State if, through our elected ambassador to  the U.N., we made clear the views of the Government of the United States. Such a step would permit something which is now impossible—the presentation of views of the people of the  United  States. If  we are free men, do we really fear the opinions of publicly elected officials?
Second, the United  Nations should char ter selected world utilities. The United Nations should be empowered to charter  world utilities  which provide services that are worldwide in scope, such as a world communications corporation, a world weather system, or one or  two corporations to provide atomic energy material and processing for peaceful purposes under  Internat iona l Atomic Energy authority. A closer look at  our own Communications Satellite Corpora tion illustrate s the need for  such a U.N. role.
Histor ians may read the congressional debate on the Communications Satelli te A ct as an excellent il lustration  of the cultura l lag that  is omnipresent  in the last ha lf of the 20th century. The record leaves the impression th at the politica l issues were seen pr imari ly as a battle between those advocates of a government operation and those who were ultimate ly successful in creating a priva te profit-making  business.
As far as I  have been able to determine, no one raised the question as to the authority  o f the Congress of the United  States to  pass a law establishing a world communications corporation,  having  effectively a monopoly. T hat  historical oversight, which rational men could have foreseen, has seriously hindered  the applicat ion of communications satellite technology to the problems of the world, both in permitting  companies to build systems for other  nations and regions and in delaying interna tional  television programs.
The result is th at the construction of defense satellites, both classi

fied and unclassified, proceed, while peaceful satellite  benefits are delayed because of the lack of a sound worldwide basis for cooperation tha t is equitable for all.
One of the largest customers of t he Communications Satell ite Corporation has been, from its inception, the Defense Department. I can clearly recall tha t when Prime Minister Sato of Japan visited the United Nations and the Japanese wished to have the ceremonies relayed to Japan,  thei r request was denied by officers in the Defense Department.
To be specific, I suggest tha t we recognize that intercontinental 

communications is the responsibility not uniquely of the U.S. Government, but of the  United Nations, and th at in all good faith we ask the
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United Nations to arrange negotiations with the assumption tha t no 
nation will control a world communications satellite company.

Few people are aware of the fact that  we have been using expor t 
control policy to  compel countries to join a U.S. controlled c orpora
tion, organized by Congress, a t the expense o f U.S. companies that  
could sell satel lite systems in Ja pan , Latin  America, and elsewhere in 
the world.

We promptly need, under the auspices of the United Nations, a 
worldwide communications satellite policy tha t is acceptable to the 
people of the world on a fai r and equitable basis, and in which both 
markets and revenues are shared, depending upon the contributions of 
each country, a system that  is open to all.

I believe th at such a step, the charte ring  of world corporations by 
the United Nations, would lead to prompt agreement. Just as I  would 
bitte rly contest control by a foreign government or power over any 
international communication satellite monopoly, so can I recognize the 
legitimate complaint of citizens of other lands whom we put in the 
same situation.

The world satellite system is not the only U.N. ut ility  needed. There 
are similar needs now for  a comparable corporat ion to operate a world 
weather system and to provide fo r the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

I would suggest that  a world satellite communications company pro
vide free TV transmission to the United Nations for use by the Sec
retary General, the idea tha t Mr. Gardner has already mentioned. I 
would like to suggest, also, t ha t th is is used by the Secretary General 
to repor t to the people of the world, without the approval of th e Se
curity Council.

Specifically, such a concept would operate under  these rules. F irs t, 
the Secretary General would have under his control a limited staff, in
cluding television crews, to send promptly and quickly to any trouble 
spot in the world, without the approval of  anyone.

Second, the Secretary General would have the power to request per
mission to have the team investigate the situation, only from the 
parties  concerned, tha t is, the Government of Czechoslovakia, the 
Government of Vietnam, the Government of Nigeria, and so forth. 
If  these governments refused, then clearly, there would be no reports. 
But the decision to refuse a request of the Secretary  General would be 
a difficult one, par ticu larly  if the U.N. made a very careful effort to 
report things accurately and fully. The Secretary  General, if per
mitted, would then report both to  the Security  Council and the people 
of the world in making public his conclusions concerning threats to 
the peace.

Think  what th is would have done if the Secretary General had had 
this power and capability when the Soviet Union invaded Czecho
slovakia, or when Israel swept to the Suez Canal, or when the Uni ted 
States w’as building up its forces in Vietnam “to protect air bases.”

Thi rd and finally, I think the Secretary General should be au thor
ized to issue charters to existing world corporat ions who would agree 
to operate w’ithin the U.N. framework.

Today, General Motors manages an economy larger than 70 nations 
in the U.N. We must begin to  tie the world corporation  to the  world 
community through the U.N.
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What I  am suggesting, in essence, is tha t the U.N. play a major role 
in establishing a new framework for cooperation between both the 
developed and developing countries and the powerful corporations 
and banking organizations of the developed world. It  should be quite 
clear by now tha t government-to-government and U.N. economic de
velopment programs cannot meet the  needs of the developing nations 
for foreign investment or technical assistance. Whatever the m erit or 
lack of mer it to these government programs, they are clearly inade
quate to the needs of the developing world.

The only hope, and I believe th at it is a realistic hope, is for the 
developing nations to develop a politically  responsive framework in 
which they can exercise command of  their national economy, while at 
the same time providing a legal framework of rules and adjudications 
for disputes, publicly announced, which will attr act  foreign invest
ment and which will develop and Strengthen local management and 
entrepreneurship.

I believe th at  U.S. Government officials who seek to control the  op
erations of U.S. corporations abroad serve neither the interests of the 
American people nor the interests  of th e corporation.

On the other hand, I believe tha t every government has not only 
the rig ht bu t the responsibility to  completely understand the operation 
of any company opera ting with in its borders, and to establish rules 
and regulations on a fai r and equitable  basis to insure tha t the com
pany operates to serve the in terests of the  people of tha t country.

At the present time, there are many companies, not only abroad but  
in this country, whose operations are unknown in many areas which 
are of vital concern to the public, such as financial exchange, labor 
and working conditions, and pollution. At the same time, such laws 
should be applied equally and equitably for American, French or 
Japanese corporations.

Bluntly , I believe many governments of  the  developing world have 
underestimated the ir power in influencing and orienting the policies of 
private companies, national or foreign, throu gh the use of monetary 
controls and fiscal and foreign exchange policies.

The use of foreign companies as a w hipping boy could explain the 
failure of local economic growth. Any government which permits a 
foreign corporation or  power to damage the local economy, and create 
conditions of unsatisfactory economic growth, is admi tting  incom
petence and ineffectiveness as a government. Seizure has all too often 
failed to solve this problem.

At the same time, however, because of the past , I  think thi s mis trust 
cannot be overcome through threats of  termina ting foreign programs 
or mi litary  aid programs on the part of the United  S tates or by offer
ing the sale of military aircra ft or similar “sweeteners” to persuade 
a government to accept the wishes of a U.S. corporation. This  mode 
of behavior is not only obsolete, it is positively damaging to the in ter
est not only of the American people, but the American business 
community.

To summarize, I  recommend a three-step program to reinvigorate 
the United Nations. The first would be laws t o permit the people of 
the United States to  elect their representatives to the General Assem
bly and a policy encouraging other  nations to permit  their  peoples to 
directly elect their representatives.



Second is a policy to encourage the creation of world util ity corpo
rations, chartered by the United  Nations, to provide services which 
are uniquely worldwide in scope.

Third, I would urge tha t the Secretary General be authorized to 
issue charters to exist ing world corporations who would operate within 
the framework of the United Nations.

In  closing, I  would like to  close with the  words of President Eisen
hower : “The  people, in the long run, are going to do more to promote 
peace than  our governments. I think the people want  peace so much 
tha t one of these days, governments had be tter get out of the way, and 
let them have it.”

(The complete statement of Mr. Barber follows:)
N ew  T a sk s  fob  t h e  U nit ed  N ati ons

(The following r emarks were  delivered  before the Subcommittee on Intern ational
Organizat ions,  House Fore ign Affairs  Committee, on March 4, 1970, by Ar thu r
W. Barber,  President , The Insti tu te  for  Polit ics and  Planning, Washington,
D.C.)
Tha nk you, Mr. Chairm an and Members of the Committee. I app rec iate  this 

opportunity  to m eet with you to discuss the future  agenda  of the United Nations.
Shortly before World War I, a diplomat remarked to the Kaiser th at  “no 

one could see even  a few years  into  the futur e.”
“I t sometimes occurs ,” the  Kai ser replied, “among sovereigns  frequently, 

among generals seldom, among diplomats  almost never.”
In  the  United States, the  people are  sovereign, and I sincerely  believe that  

they now have a vision of the  fut ure  which diplomats  have yet to see. This  
vision is our hope as well as our  fru str ati on—a world at  peace, in which men 
and  women give their att ention to the  care of child ren, the elderly, and the 
environment. If  the United Natio ns is to gain polit ical legitimacy it should  be 
based on service not  to the  governments of the world, but to the people of the 

world.
The gap between diplomacy and the  modern world is revealed by a recent 

ad hoc personal survey conducted by a senior  adm inis trat ion  official. At recent 
Washing ton cock tail pa rties he asked the ambassadors  from foreign govern
ments  wh at they  though t of the evening televis ion news. He found th at  very 
few amba ssad ors regula rly  watched.

However, all  of the ambassadors and the polit ical officers who dra fted their  
reporting cables regula rly  read The Wash ington Post and the New York Times.  
The gap between  the  world of the  New York  Times  and diplomacy, on the  one 
hand, and the  television world viewed by the  citizens of the wes tern  world, 
is becoming ever  greater .

We can only reconcile these worlds  if we f irst recognize the gap and then  take 
effective measures to see th at  the  views and  intere sts  of our citizens are rep re
sented on our  pol itica l and diplomatic processes.

I would suggest th at  world affa irs might be improved if diplomatic reports  
were filed by te levision. If  ou r Ambassador to Saigon had sent Preside nt Johnson 
video reports, I think  our  policies would have been more realist ic and  effective. 
Vietnam may well become th e first  wa r in history that  is term inated  because  of 
bad te levision  reviews.

Today I would like to make three specific suggestions by which the  United 
Nations can more effectively serve the  inte res ts of the people of  t he world. Each 
is a legi timate concern of the  House of Representatives, the rep resentativ es of 
the  people.

Fir st.  I believe th at  the  single most significant step  that  could be taken to 
strengthen  the  United Nations would be for the Congress of the  Uni ted States 
to pass  app rop ria te legis lation to perm it the  people of the  United States 
to elect their  repre sen tat ives to the United Nations General Assembly.

The second step  concerns the draft ing  of a “Sense of the  Congress” reso lution 
which would recognize the  necess ity for  United Nat ions  cha rtered worldwide  
uti liti es for comm unications, weather forecast ing and cer tain nuclear services to 
insure  peaceful benefits of a tomic energy to a ll people.
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The thi rd suggestion is to perm it the Sec reta ry General to issue cha rters to 
existing wor ld corpora tions.

I thin k th at  tliis  year , 1970, the 25tli anniv ers ary  of the  United  Nations,  
would be an appro priate  time to review the  pa st and  set a new course for the 
future , a fu ture  in which  the United Nat ions can more effectively serve the 
needs of the  people of the  world rat he r than  the  illusion s of governments . Let 
me quickly illus tra te  the measures with  which  to implement these  objectives.

Firs t, the  election of representa tives  to the  General Assem bly. This step is 
clearly  within the  scope of the United Nation s Cha rter . Othe r nations, as well 
as the United States, could similarly  elect their rep resentativ es if they  chose 
to do so, but  they would not be compelled to do so. I feed confident, and  I am 
hopeful  th at  you gentlemen would concur, th at  a U.S. represe ntat ive to the  
United  Nation s who is publicly elected will feel more free—indeed, feel a respon- ♦
sibi lity—to art icu late the policies and views which he believes will best serve 
the needs and inte rest s of  the people of the United State s. This  would in no 
way limit  the power, responsibility , or autho rity of the  President  of the United 
Sta tes  or the  Secre tary of Sta te if, thro ugh  our  elected amb assador to the 
UN, we made clear the  views of the government of the United  State s. Such a 
step would permit something which is now impossible—the presen tation of 
views of the people of the  United States. If  we are  free men, do we really fear  
the  opinions of publicly elec ted officials?

Second, the United Nations should  c har ter selected, world  utili ties . The United 
Nations should be empowered to ch ar ter world uti lit ies  which provide services 
that  are worldwide in scope, such as a world  communications corporation, a 
world wea ther  system, or one or two corp orations to provide atomic energy 
material an d processing for  peaceful purposes under In ter na tio na l Atomic Energy  
authority . A close look at  our  own Communicat ions Satelli te Corpo ration illus 
tra tes  the need for such a UN role.

Historians may read the  Congressional  debate on the  Communications  Satel
lite  Act as an excel lent illu str ation  of the  cultu ral  lag th at  is omni-present 
in the las t ha lf of the twentie th century. The  record leaves the  impression th at  
the  politica l issues were seen prim arily as a ba ttle between those advocates  of 
government  control  of the  p rogram again st those advo cates who were ultim ately 
successful in creatin g a privat e profit-making  business. As far as I have been 
able to determine, no one raised the question as to the  autho rity  of the Congress 
of th e United States to pass  a law establishing  a world communications corpora
tion. Tha t historical oversight , which rat ion al men could have foreseen,  has  
seriously hindered the appl icat ion of comm unica tions  sat ell ite  technology to the 
problems of the world, both in permit ting  companies to build  systems for oth er 
natio ns and regions and  in  delayin g inte rna tional television  programs. The res ult  
is  tha t the cons truction of defense sate llite s, both classified  and unclassified, 
proceed, while peaceful satell ite  benefits are  delayed  because of the  lack of a 
sound worldwide basis fo r cooperation th at  is equ itable for  all.

One of the largest customers of the Communicat ions Satellite  Corporation has 
been from its inception the  Defense  Departm ent.  I can clea rly reca ll th at  when 
Prime  Minister  Sato  of Jap an  visited the  United Nations and  the Japa nese wished 
to have the ceremonies relayed to Jap an, their reques t was denied by officers *
in the Defense Department.

To be specific, I suggest th at  we recognize th at  intercont inenta l communica
tions is the  respo nsib ility  not uniquely  of the  United Sta tes  government, but  of 
the  United Nations , and th at  in all good fa ith  we ask  the  United  Nations to 
arrang e nego tiatio ns with the assumption  th at  no nat ion will control a world *
communications sat ell ite  company. Few people are aware  of the fact  th at  we 
have been using export control  policy to compel countries to jo in a U.S. contro lled 
corporation , organized by Congress, at  the  expense of United  Sta tes  companies 
th at  could sell satelli te systems in Jap an,  Latin  America, and elsewhere in the  
world.

We prompt ly need, under the  auspices of the United Nations, a worldwide 
communications sat ell ite  policy that  is accep table  to the people of the world 
on a fa ir and equitable basis, and in which both marke ts and  revenues are shared, 
depending upon the  cont ribu tions of each  country, a system th at  is open to all.
I believe that  such a step, the chart ering of world corporat ions  by the United 
Nations, would lead to  prompt agreement.  Ju st  as I would bitt erly contest control 
by a foreign governmen t or power over any int ern ational communication satell ite  
monopoly, so can I recognize the legi timate complaint  of citizens of other lands 
whom we put in the sam e situ ation .
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The world sa tellit e system is not the  only UN ut ility needed. There are simila r 
needs now for a comparable corporation to operate a world weather system and 
to provide for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

I would suggest tha t a world satellite communications company provide free 
TV transmission to the United Nations for use by the Secretary General. Con
sistent  with this, I would recommend tha t this government, together with other 
governments, seriously press for  increased authority on the par t of the Secreta ry 
General, withou t the approval of the Security Council or other parties , to form 
a group of fac t finders to  report on any threats to world peace. Such a concept 
could operate under these ru les:

1. The Secreta ry General would have the limited staff facilities, including 
television camera and film cameramen, to send a team promptly and quickly to 
any trouble spot in the world.

2. The Secreta ry General would have the power to request permission to have 
a team investigate  the situation only from the parties concerned, e.g., the govern
ment of Czechoslovakia, the government of Vietnam, the government of Nigeria, 
etc. If these governments refuse, then clearly there would be no rep or t: but the 
decision to re fuse would have to be a difficult one, part icularly, if the UN made 
a very careful effort to repor t things accurately and fully.

3. The Secretary  General would report, in effect, both to the Security Council 
and the people of the world in making the reports public regarding his conclu
sions concerning the th rea t to the peace.

Think what thi s could have done if the Secretary General had had such powers 
when the Soviet Union invaded Czechoslovakia, when Israe l swept to the Suez 
Canal, or when the United States was building up its forces in Vietnam “to 
protect ai r bases.”

Third, auth oriz ing the Secreta ry General to issue charters to existin g world  
corporations who would  agree to operate wi thin the fram ewo rk of the United  
Nations. A set of rules and regulations should be carefully debated and con
sidered by the UN or regional groups and then made applicable to all.

What I am suggesting, in essence, is tha t the UN play a major role in estab
lishing a new framework for cooperation between both the developed and de
veloping countries and the powerful corporations and banking organizations of 
the developed world. It  should be quite clear by now tha t government-to- 
government and U.N. economic development programs cannot meet the needs of 
the developing nat ions for foreign investment or technical assistance. Whatever 
the merit or lack of merit to these  government programs, they a re clearly inade
quate to the needs of the developing world.

The only hope, and I believe tha t it is a realistic hope, is for the developing 
nations to develop a pol itically responsive framework in which they can exercise 
command of thei r national economy, while at the same time providing a legal 
framework of rules and adjudications for disputes, publicly announced, which 
will att rac t foreign investment and which will develop and strengthen local 
management and entrepreneursh ip.

I believe th at U.S. government officials who seek to control the operations  of 
U.S. corporations abroad serve neither the interests of the American people nor 
the interests of the  corporation. On the other hand. I believe that every govern
ment has not only the  right but the responsibility to completely understand  the 
operation of any company operating  within its borders, and to establish rules 
and regulations on a fa ir and equitable basis to insure tha t the company 
operates to serve the intere sts of the people of that  country. At the present time, 
there  are many companies, not only abroad but in this country, whose opera
tions are unknown in many areas  which are of vital  concern to the public, such 
as financial exchange, labor and working conditions, and pollution. At the same 
time, such laws should he applied equally and equitably for American. French, 
or Japanese corporations.

Bluntly, I believe many governments of the developing world have under
estimated thei r power in influencing and orienting the policies of priva te com
panies. national or foreign, through the use of monetary controls and fiscal and 
foreign exchange policies.

The use of foreign companies as  a whipping boy could explain the failu re of 
local economic growth. I would asser t tha t any government which permi ts a 
foreign corporation the powers to damage the local economy and create condi
tions of unsatisfactory economic growth is admitting  incompetence and ineffec
tiveness as a government. Seizure has all too often failed to solve the problem.

At the same time, because of the past historic irresponsibi lity of both some 
large national corporations and some governments, we have a legacy of m istrust,
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ill will  and bad feelings. I  th ink  th is mi strus t ca nno t be overcome through th reats of terminat ing  fore ign programs  or mil itary aid programs on the  pa rt  of the 
United States or by offering the sale of mi lita ry ai rc ra ft or similar  “sweeten ers” 
to persuade  a government to accept the wishes of a U.S. corporation . This mode of behavio r is  not only obsolete, i t is positive ly damaging to the int ere st not  only 
of the American  people, but  the American business community.

To summarize,  I recommend a three step program  to reinv igorate the  United 
Nations.  The first would be laws to perm it the people of the  United Sta tes  to elect their rep res ent atives  to the  General Assembly and a policy encouraging other nat ions to permit the ir peoples to direct ly elect the ir represe ntat ives . Second is  a  policy to encourage the crea tion  of w orld uti lity  corporations, cha rte red  
by the  United Nations, to provide services which are uniquely worldwide  in scope. Thi rd, I would urge  th at  the Secreta ry General  be author ized  to issue chart ers  to exi stin g world corporations who would operate with in the frame
work of the Uni ted Nations. These concepts may appear impossible, undesira ble, and  possibly even childish , to which I can only reply, in closing, by quoting from 
The Emperor's New Clothes:

A litt le child  piped up, “but he has no clothes on.” People s tarte d to whisper 
to one anoth er that  what  the child said was so. “The Emperor  does not have 
any clothes  on and wha t the  litt le child  is saying is tru e.” The Emperor  
squirmed. All at  once he knew that  wh at the people said was righ t. “All the 
same,” he said  to himself, “I mus t go on as long as the  procession  lasts .” So 
the Emperor kept on walking, his head  held higher than ever, and  the  
fai thful minis ter kept on ca rrying  the t ra in  th at  wasn ’t there.

Like the crowd  watching the Emperor, we have been t rai ned to believe :
That governm ents serve the in terest  of their  people
that  world corporations serve the public in terest
and th at  corporations  serve the inte res ts of the governments.

The time has  come to drop these  myths  in orde r th at  we may work toge ther  
with the people o f thi s planet t owa rd more rea list ic goals.

Mr. Gallagher. T ha nk  you very much, Mr.  Ba rber.  Mr.  Barbe r, I  
find your proposa l very in te re st ing:  the pro posal th at the peo ple  of 
the  Un ite d St ates  be give n th e op po rtu ni ty  to elect  members  of  the  
U.S . De leg ation  to  th e U ni ted  N ations Gener al Assembly .

Mr.  F ascell. Are  you r un ning  ?
Mr.  Gallagher. I t  could be a l it tle more at trac tiv e th an  wh at  I  am 

doing now.
Mr.  F ascell. There would  be more peo ple chasing you.
Mr.  Gallagher. Well, t hat is one of my  quest ions .
Mr. Ba rber 's pro posal  seems to  env ision the U.S . speak ing , rea lly , 

wi th two  v oices; on one h and, po pu larly  e lected delega tes,  who would  
rep res ent the  co un try  at  th e G ene ral As semb ly; an d on t he  o th er  ha nd , 
a Pr es iden tia l app oin tee  would con tinue to  rep resent  th e Uni te d 
State s in the Se cu rity Council . W ou ldn’t th is  s itu at ion in re al ity lead  
to  conflicts an d con fusion abo ut where  the U.S . sta nd s on any one 
pa rt icul ar  issue ? U nlike now, w here we know w here we s tand  on a few ?

Mr.  Barber. I  th ink it  is possible to  fo rm ula te  some way in which 
elec tions  are  possible, an d ye t wh ich  there is a bal anc e of  pow er, if  
you will , betw een not only the U.S. Gover nment , bu t th e Am erican  
rep res en tat ive  a t the  U.N. on the one ha nd , and the po lit ical ly  elected 
officials. T spec ifica lly di dn ’t say all 10 rep res en tat ive s would  have  to 
be elected .

One  obvious po int mi gh t be to have  six rep res en tat ives  appo int ed  
by the Government , and  fo ur  elec ted. Tha t wou ld cle arly give  con
tro l to the  G ove rnm ent  T a r  not arlT’ocatin g t ha t fo rm ula , bu t T thi nk  
some for mu la could be ar rang ed  th at  would pe rm it the cle ar dis 
tin cti on  betw een the Government  of  the  Un ite d State s an d people 
who were pop ular ly  elected.
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A t the very lea st, it  ou gh t to pro vid e pressure s fo r cha nge th at I  
th in k an elec ted rep resentati ve  “ feels” mo re c lea rly  tha n someone who 
doesn’t fee l hims elf  respon sib le to an elec torate .

Mr.  Gallagher. Well , would you  a dvoca te th is  f or  other countr ies? 
For inst anc e, how  would  we compete with  a  S oviet  election? I t wou ld 
be lik e comp eting  with  a Sov iet Olym pic  team .

Mr. Barber. I,  fo r one, do n't  see the U.N . Gener al Assemb ly as 
such as a so rt of  com pet itio n. I th ink there is a cle ar problem of  fo r
mulat ing an d advo catin g polic ies th at  are in th e U.S . Gover nm ent  in 
ter es t, bu t to  tak e one obvio us example t ha t we h ave ju st  d iscus sed, on 
th e ocean bott om  issue, I  per son ally  feel t hat  t he  ocean bot tom  issue  is 
no t an issue  in  whi ch th e Am eric an electo rate as such  has  any over
whelm ing  des ires  one wa y or another.

Th e power forces  are the oil companies, the  U.S.  Navy,  an d ma ny 
oth ers , and it  isn’t at  all  obvious to me th a t th e sum ma tion of  t hose 
who  screa m th e lo udest  in W ash ing ton  is the pu bli c in ter est , an d I  th ink 
th at a r ep resentati ve  elec ted to  the U .N.  Gener al Assembly would  p ro 
vid e, in  the  j argo n of  o ur  t ime , a c ou nte rvail ing  force , in term s of  the 
publi c int ere st.

Mr . Gallagher. W ou ld  any of you  gen tlemen like  to com ment?
Mr . P hil li ps . We ll, if  I  may, Mr.  Ch air ma n. I ap prec iat e the  

constructive  s p ir it  in  which  the pro posal  was  made, an d I th in k an y
th in g which  br ings  people to  a be tte r un de rs tand ing and  ap pr ec ia 
tio n of  wh at  is go ing  on  in th e wor ld is in pr inciple good. But  I  mu st 
say , I  do see some problems in a kin d of sp lit  del ega tion consist ing  
of  fo ur  or  six  or  how eve r many mem bers  elec ted at  lar ge , an d then 
th e rem ain de r rep resent ing the  Pr esi dent.

I  th in k the  im po rta nt  thi ng  to realiz e is th a t th e U ni ted N ati on s is  an 
orga niza tio n of  sovereign nations,  and  as lon g as it  is,  it  seems to me 
th a t governm ents mu st speak fo r nat ion s, ra th er  t ha n individu al  ci t
izens. I t  seems to  me th a t we do have a fa ir ly  good com promise now. 
I t  has  been the  p ract ice  f or  a gr ea t m any  years—in fac t, I  th ink,  since 
th e outs et—to have two Members o f the  Congress  as f ul l wo rking  mem
bers of  our delega tion. I  mu st say, fro m m y own experience , th a t the 
con gressio nal  Mem bers  I  hav e seen on the del egation  are  no t af ra id  
abou t speakin g up , an d frequently , ta ki ng  issue wi th posit ion s which 
have  been  rec eive d by th e delega tion . On occasion the y hav e succeeded 
in  mod ify ing o r other wise imp rov ing  official positi ons .

So I  do th in k there is alr ead y, as a prac tic al  fac t, an  op po rtun ity  
to take  into accou nt th e con sidera tion of nongovern me nta l people,  
th ro ug h Membe rs of Con gress, and  thr ou gh  so -cal led publi c m embers, 
who  are in  fa ct  pr iv at e cit izens.

Now, I  agree  th at th e pr ivate citiz ens,  as indeed , the  Mem bers  of 
Con gress, are  all  subje ct to the ins tructions of the  P resid en t. But  as a 
prac tic al  m at te r, they  do br ing int o the picture new dim ensions , and 
I  th in k constru cti ve  an d he lpfu l views, in most cases.

Mr.  F rel ing iiuyse x. I  would suppose as a prac tic al  mat ter, also, 
you would  have  a ve ry serious  job runn ing a na tionw ide  cam paign , 
unless  you were p art  o f a Pr es iden tia l nom inee s’ t ick et,  a nd  o f course, 
th a t wou ld on ly be once  eve ry 4 years. You would  h ave a colossal job  
ge tti ng  known a cros s th e coun try , i f lit eral ly  200 mi llio n people cou ld 
vote fo r a delega te. I  do ub t very much wh eth er there wou ld be suffi
cien t in ter es t to  ju st ify  th e effo rt invo lved . I f  you ha d a de leg ati on
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th at  spoke with  dif ferent  voices, it seems to me you would weaken 
whatever  st re ng th  th at  voice wou ld oth erw ise  have, so I don’t know  
how prac tic al a way  o f at tr ac ting  a tte nt ion to the  U.N. th is wou ld be.

Mr. Barber. We ll, I apprec iat e the problem , sir. I t  seems to me, 
however, th at in  the long run,  if  we wish  to str ength en  a polit ica l 
frame wo rk fo r w or ld  ord er,  sooner o r la te r, someone is go ing  to ask  the  
question, how ten uous  is the po lit ica l leg itim acy ? W ha t are the po 
liti ca l roo ts of  th is  pow er, if  it  is to hav e increased  power, which is 
needed in m at te rs  such as Mr . Gardn er  raises, po llu tion, and wo rld 
wide  s tand ar ds  fo r po llu tion, fo r exa mple, which I  agree are  i ncr eas 
ing ly go ing  to  become necessary ? W ha t is  the f ram ew ork  in whi ch p ri 
vat e c itizens  can  in any wav  shape  o r influence  that  policy ?

Mr.  F relinghu yse n. I  th in k th at  th e fa it h  of  peo ple  in  th e U.N. 
is s til l very hi gh  in th is coun try . Th is is grea t. One  w ay in which thi s 
can be str en gth en ed  is th ro ug h org aniza tio ns , such  as the UN A, 
ra th er  th an  a na tio nw ide  elec tion  every ye ar  to nominate and choose 
between people,  who pre suma bly  can’t  es tab lish themselve s very force
fu lly  in the pu bl ic eye, unless  pe rh ap s Sh irley  Tem ple Black could, 
because she has  an  au tom ati c fo llowin g.

I  don’t t h in k  you r sug ges tion is a very prac tic al  way  of so lid ify ing 
wh at the  U.N. sta nd s fo r in th e m ind s of  th e people,  and  I  surely  take  
issue wi th yo ur  sug ges tion th a t it  is fe ar  of elected officials th at has  
kep t us fro m us ing th is  appro ach.

Tha t asser tion was on pag e 4 of yo ur  sta tem ent, Mr.  Ba rbe r.
Mr. Barber. I un de rst and.
Mr.  F relinghu yse n. I do n't  th in k it is a question of  fea r. The  

issue  is wh at wou ld be th e value of  th ei r views. I  would question 
wheth er an elected  delega te wou ld be more va lua ble  th an  someone 
-who is chosen as, say , Am bassa dor Phi ll ip s was chosen, to  serve his  
cou ntry. Inde ed  you a re  prob ab ly get tin g a bett er  job done  by choosing 
someone th an  by ha ving  him  ru n for elect ions.  Mr.  Gardn er  wo uld n’t 
be known all ove r th e coun try , or  Mr . Ph ill ips, or  Dean Wi lcox, but  
if th ey were chosen,  they w ould be ab le to  do a good job.

Mr. F ascell. I f  my coll eagu e will  allow me to in te rrup t him , I 
would like  to dissocia te my sel f wi th those las t rem ark s, pa rt icul ar ly  
as the y app ly to  my  distr ict .

Mr. F relingh uysen. W ha t rem arks  ap ply  to y ou r dis tr ic t ?
Mr.  F ascell. I f  you don’t mind , I  wou ld ju st  as soon ru n as get 

app oin ted .
Mr. F relinghuysen. Som ewh ere,  you used the  expression “f ea r 

of  ele cted  officials.”
I apologize, Mr . Ch air ma n, bu t Ge neral  Le mn itzer is ap pe ar ing 

before  anoth er one of  m y sub com mit tees , so I  h aven’t tim e to question 
the witnesses, who I  th ink all have ma de  very in teresti ng  sta tem ent s. 
I would like to ask some questions, bu t I find myself com pelled to  
leave.

Mr . Gallagher. Certa inly. Th an k you , Mr.  Freli ng hu ysen .
Mr . Fas cel l ?
Mr. F ascell. Th an k you , Mr . C ha irm an .
Gentle men , your wide and va rie d expe rien ce h as enabled e ach of  you 

to make a tremendous contr ibu tion to  these hearings. You  hav e pr e
sented eno ugh  ideas to keep a whole host of  peop le in th e executive 
bra nch busy tryin g to  review and imple me nt your  suggestions.
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Fran kly,  however, I don’t know where we are going to come off in 
the Congress with respect to the  funding problem. Tha t may be fun da
mental to this whole issue. I don’t think tha t the prognosis is good, 
so we might as well star t from there.

As we all know, th e Congress last year out the appropriations for 
the U.N. and other  international undertak ings. There are a whole 
host of reasons for tha t which need to be examined and which reach 
beyond the a ttitudes of various personalities. I think  we ought to s tar t 
there, examining those reasons and tryin g to arrive at some conclusions 
regarding what the Congress is going to do in the next 25 years for the 
U.N.

I think that is critical. Because regardless of what the administ ra
tion may do, or what new ideas we may have, it is the Congress reflect - 

• ing the  views of the people of this country7, tha t is going to have the
fiscal sav-so about our future role in the U.N. I  th ink that  is a fund a
mental, and we had better address ourselves to that  some way.

I may add that without U.S. leadership, and the support of the 
U.S. Congress I see a dim future for the United  Nations.

Now to some specific issues: I was curious, Dean Wilcox, about your 
approach in setting up seven strawmen, knocking them down, and then 
giving us a whole host of  recommendations. You spent a great deal of 
time in disposing of options, and I know tha t was done purposefully.

Dean Wilcox. Well, these options are not courses of action tha t 
should be accepted or rejected out of hand, individually. Obviously 
a number of them are complementary to the seventh option.

Mr. Fascell. Well, let me see if  I can give you some impressions.
Dean W ilcox. Sure.
Mr. F ascell. Option No. 1, according to you, is not feasible. Option 

No. 2, softening the  impacts of the veto, is like trying  to do away with 
the veto.

Dean W ilcox. Which I am in favor of, insofar as it applies to the 
peaceful element of international disputes.

Mr. F ascell. I understand that , but for now I am just t alking about 
feasibility , not  substance.

The concert of free nations is a great concept, except that it entails 
some cold war ramifications so we might as well forget about it.

« Regional structu res are not too useful, really. And the functiona l
approach, while useful is very limited. World law is a g reat concept, 
but the interest in it is waning, so it does not present a very encour
aging alternative.

w Then we go on to the specifics. Now I  am not tryin g to be negative,
you understand, but simply conveying the impressions which I derived 
from what I heard. Increase the amount of economic and technical 
assistance. Well, I disposed of tha t in my opening remarks, at least 
temporarily. We have 25 years to  work on that problem and I would 
put strengthening the aid machinery in the same bracket.

Now these are useful recommendations, of course.
Dean Wilcox. Yes, sir.
Mr. Fascell. And we are happy to have them. That is the  reason 

for these hearings, of course—we want suggestions, and we need to 
review them thoroughly  at the Executive and at the congressional level. 
But basically, as I see what all of us are saying, we need a plan of
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at tack , a plan  of  opera tion, which may  come ou t of  the  examina tion 
of  all t hese al ter na tiv es . Is  that  righ t ?

Dea n W ilcox. Yes; these options hav e been sug ges ted  by various 
peop le, ei ther  as alt ern atives or as sup plements  to wh at  we are  now 
doin g. Fa ced wi th the dile mma th at we are  faced wit h, an d wi th the  
Un ite d Na tio ns  e volving in a way  t hat we did  no t an tic ipa te  in 1945, 
wh at d o we do in  these circu mstance s?

Mr.  F ascell. Wh at  do you do next  ?
Dean W ilcox. In  t alking  w ith  Mr. Czarneck i, we th ou gh t it  m igh t 

be of  some use, at  leas t fo r the record , to brie fly pass in review these  
var iou s op tions  not necessarily with  th e ide a o f eli minat ing them.

For  e xam ple  there is c ert ain ly some u ti li ty —in  connection with our 
que st to  st ren gth en  th e U ni ted  N ations—in  lookin g a t t hi s pro posit ion  
th at  we shou ld pu t m ore emp has is on the  ro le of  th e Se cu rity Council. 
I  d on’t  elimi na te th at  as a h elp ful possibility, even  thou gh  such act ion  
alone m ight  not be a sufficient answ er to o ur prob lem.

Mr. F ascell. R igh t.
Dean W ilcox. 2s or w ould  I  el imina te,  f or  exa mple, t he  id ea th at  we 

should he lp develop ou r reg ion al agenc ies, bu t we ce rta inly  should  be 
awa re o f some of  the ir l imita tions.

Mr. F ascell. I  am gl ad  you are se tting  me s tra ight .
Dean W ilcox. I  wou ld sug gest th at  if  we can  help str en gthe n the  

work o f the  r egiona l agencies, esp ecially  in  connection wi th the peace
ful set tlement of  d isputes, th is  will help str en gth en  the ove rall  world  
order. Th e same is t ru e of  course of  the  functional approa ch  to world  
order. I t  is  not the  on ly ans wer to ou r prob lem. Bu t it  is certa inl y one 
poss ible answer , th at  can be h elpf ul  in  mo vin g us g enera lly  to wa rd  our 
objec tive.

Now th at was my purpo se in  pu tt in g up  thes e strawme n, and then  
in par t kno cking the m dow n. B ut I  don’t w an t them  a ll to sta y down. 
I t  might  be well to use seve ral o f them.

Mr.  F ascell. Very good. I  am gl ad  I  asked the question. I  was 
app reh ens ive  abo ut ask ing  it, fr an kl y,  bu t wante d to see wh at  your  
answer wo uld  be.

Dean W ilcox. Now so fa r as yo ur  comments on the  fina l points are  
concerned—th e specific step s th a t might  be tak en  to str en gthe n the  
U.N .—some of  thes e can be done  ve ry simply. Some wou ld cost money, 
bu t t he  ra tifi cat ion  of the  Genocide C onvent ion, f or  example , w ou ldn 't 
cost a dime, so far  as I  am awa re.

Mr. F ascell. H ow abo ut th e Con ven tion  on Diplo ma tic  Pr ivi leg es  
and Imm unitie s, w hile we are on  th a t su bject ?

Dean W ilcox. I  wou ld like  t o see th e Conve ntio n on Pr ivi leg es  a nd  
Im mu nit ies  rati fied . I  was on Ca pit ol Hi ll wi th  the  Senate when t hat  
conven tion  came before  us, an d I  di dn ’t th in k at  t hat tim e there  was 
any  rea l jus tificat ion  fo r ou r fa ilu re  to ra ti fy . Th e ma in arg um ent, 
whi ch had to do wi th  the  ri ght of  our Governm ent to  tax Am erican  
citi zen s employed b y th e U.N ., has long since been resolved.

Mr.  F ascell. How  a bout th e res t o f you gen tlem en,  w hil e we are  on 
th at  subje ct, if  I m av in te rr upt for  a second  ?

Mr. Gardner. May I  make a comment on one of  th e po int s you 
open ed w ith , abou t the weig hted voting?

Mr. F ascell. W ell , I  in te rrup ted Dean Wilcox. Le t him  finish  and 
the n we will go  down th e line . I  am sorry .
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Dean W ilcox. N ot at  all.  I  ha d alm ost  f inis hed  my point. I t  is true  
th at the  exp ans ion  of the  U.N. he ad qu ar ter s b uildin gs  would cost some 
money. I t  could cost  us $20 m illion o r t herea bouts . On the o ther  ha nd , 
we a re confr onted  w ith  a ll kin ds  of  choices th ese  days, and  I  thi nk  th is 
is a choice we ou gh t to ma ke on the side  of  the  U ni ted Nat ions—v ery  
clearly . Bu t most o f th e p oints  I  hav e lis ted  in  the la st  pa rt  of my p ap er  
wo uld n’t cos t very much.

The m ul til ateral  developm ent  pro gram , obviou sly,  wou ld cost several  
bil lio n dolla rs, probably,  depend ing  upon  th e ma gn itu de  of  the

* pr og ram at  th e outset.  But  the ra tif ica tio n of  th e huma n righ ts  
convention , th e ren un cia tio n of  the veto, th e rep eal of  th e Connally  
amend ment,  a nd  a  nu mb er of  o ther  thing s c ould be done wi thou t v ery  
subs tant ia l cha nge on our  budget.

* Mr. F ascell. T ha nk  you.
Professor Ga rdne r?
Mr.  Gardner. Well , th er e a re so many  po int s rais ed  in Dean  Wilc ox’s 

very in ter es tin g pape r, bu t since you ask ed about th is  question th a t 
concerns us all , of  vot ing  arr angeme nts  in th e Gene ral Assembly and  all  
of t ha t,  I won der  if  I  could ju st  offer a  few sugg est ion s ?

I  agree wi th  Dean Wi lco x th at  we igh ted  vo tin g is ju st  no t in  the 
cards.  We  are  no t going  to ge t it. I t  would  req uir e a ch ar ter am end
ment. I t  wou ld mean a tw o- th ird s of  the General  Assembly vo tin g 
them selves ou t o f th ei r posit ion  o f e quali ty.  A nd  th en  g et tin g the Bi g 
Fi ve  to ass ign  each  othe r Brow nie  points . One  can  ima gine th e Bi g 
Five  agree ing  as to  how ma ny votes  eac h one of  the m should have, 
and who has  more th an  whom. That  doe sn’t seem to me a prac tic al  
pos sib ilit y, bu t w ha t does seem to  me a p rac tic al pos sib ility, and  some
th in g I  wou ld lik e to  see explo red  much more by the  De pa rtm en t of 
St ate an d our  missio n, as a m at te r o f u rge ncy , is  work ing  in cre asi ng ly 
th ro ug h sma ll com mit tees  o f selec tive rep res entat ion .

In  othe r words, eve ry gr ea t pa rli am en t, such  as  th e Congres s o f the  
Un ite d Sta tes , does its  bus ines s th roug h small comm ittees . And  th e 
committ ees do much of  th e work, an d they  repo rt  to the bod y as a 
whole, and  the  body as  a whole e ith er  appro ves  or d isapprov es th e w ork  
of  the  committee.

Now I  th in k we ough t to  be aim ing  fo r a leg islative  system in  th e 
w  Gener al Assembly un de r which  th e work is d one  in cre asi ng ly in small

committ ees o f l im ite d size.
Now,  th is wo uld n’t m ean th at  the very sma ll countrie s wou ld no t be 

represented.  Of  co urse, the y sho uld  be rep res ented , bu t the bal anc e in 
the committ ees sho uld  r eflect more reason ably the bal anc e of  forces in 
the wor ld. In  o ther  words , you  m ight  h ave  t he  B ig F iv e ; 10 cou ntr ies  
th at  might  be describ ed as middle pow ers  (co un tries  lik e In dia,  
Br az il,  J ap an , It al y,  a nd  t he  U ni ted Ar ab  Re publi c) and then  m aybe  
six places fo r t he  very sma ll ones. I t  w as th is  kind  of  di str ibut ion we 
were think ing abou t i n t he  D ep ar tm en t of St ate when I  w as ther e, fo r 
a peacekeep ing commit tee of  21 c oun trie s. And  if  you  cou ld esta blis h 
com mit tees  of lim ited represen ta tio n fo r special  t ask s, you could the n 
pe rhap s hope t o ge t it  a gre ed by the Gener al Assembly th at  i t would 
no t ad op t resolu tion s in  the se selec ted are as except  upon the  recom
me ndation  of th e sm all comm ittee s.

You wo uld th us  hav e a k ind o f bic amera l sys tem, in which you  would 
need th e approv al of  bo th th e small commit tee and the  p len ary  to  pass
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something. This  would provide safeguards for both the  majority  of 
small nations and for the large and middle powers.

This is ju st one idea. I t is complex, and there isn’t time to explore 
it in detail, but  I am just suggesting tha t we shouldn’t be hopeless 
about it, and feel that there are only two possibilities, the General 
Assembly as it now operates, and the Security Council, where there is 
a veto.

Going back to the Security Council is an admirable objective. In  
fact, we have been implementing it over the last decade. We were 
doing that  when I  was in the Department, but we wouldn’t want, I *
don’t think , to accept the view of some states tha t the General As
sembly has no reserve powers at all in the peacekeeping field. I say 
tha t not because I expect tha t we will be able to have peacekeeping 
operations against the opposition of the Soviet Union. We won’t. *
But I do have in mind tha t some day the Peking  regime will be 
occupying a seat in the Security Council. I  don’t know when tha t day 
will come, but  it may come sooner than most people think.

In  any case, whenever it  comes, we should not be in the position, 
we and the Russians, of being paralyzed in an effort to mount a peace
keeping operation we both want because of the intransigency of Main
land China, and for th at reason, and it is prima rily  fo r th at reason, I 
would like to keep an escape hatch  open to the General Assembly.

Dean W ilcox. I agree with both of  those comments. The Assembly 
should be able to function in the event the  Security Council is ham
strung by the veto. Also the idea of the  subcommittee system—which 
Dr. Gardner has referred to—was precisely the kind of th ing I had in 
mind when I  re ferred to the desirability of s treamlining the General 
Assembly and restructur ing the committee system.

Mr. Fascell. The United  States  has been exploring some inte r
mediate remedial steps. Ambassador Phillips?

Mr. P hillips. If  I  may jus t add to this, Mr. Chairman, I think  the 
point is well taken. We have had some very concrete examples of the 
problems which exist, when you try  to deal with highly complex, 
sometimes rather technical problems, in one of the committees of the 
whole o f the General Assembly, and I refer  specifically to the past 
General Assembly session. Mr. Fascell is well aware of what hap 
pened in connection with the first committee’s consideration of the 
report of the Seabed Committee.

Now here is a committee of 42 members, which is beginning to 
develop a certain expertise in this h ighly complex and very impor tant 
subject. Its  report is then refer red to the political committee of the *,
General Assembly, where it flounders and becomes subjected to irr ele
vant political considerations.

Now if one could get agreement, that action by a General Assembly, 
committee of the whole would be deferred until a full r eport  had been 
submitted by a smaller group of experts, this could be very helpful.

Whether it is a practical mat ter or not, I  don’t know, because there 
is nothing to prevent representa tives from simply ignoring the 
product of the smaller committees’ work. I t is difficult to see how 
this could be enforced. But I thin k it is an excellent idea to consider, 
and possibly to try.

Mr. F ascell. H ow does this discussion relate to the  suggestion that 
Professor Gardner made th at there should be a single conference on
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all  of  the re la ted seab ed problems—an d here we are,  as a m at te r of 
na tio na l pol icy,  prop os ing a two-level conference—or a seri es of 
conferences  ?

Mr.  Gardner. We ll, th is  ge ts us in to deep wa ter , as the y say.  I  am 
glad ------

Mr.  F ascell. We ll, le t’s ju st  sl ide  along the t op  for  a couple o f feet.
Mr.  Gardner. Well , all  righ t, we wi ll slid e alo ng  the  top .
I  feel, wi th  gr ea t respec t, th at we are on the wrong tra ck  on thi s. 

I  th ink,  as a m at te r of  pr ac tic al  politi cs,  the at tempt  of  the Un ite d 
t  St ates  to  lim it a con fere nce  to  te rr itor ia l wa ters and fisheries is po 

lit ical ly  unrea lis tic , an d is seen to be po lit ical ly  unrea lis tic  by the  
major ity  of m emb ers o f the U .N.

I di dn ’t  h ave tim e to giv e th e reason  in my  verba l tes tim ony, bu t 1 
e will ju st  sta te it  here, sinc e you give me the op po rtu ni ty , and th at is,

th at ce rta in  Lat in  Am eri can cou ntr ies , less wel l e ndowed  w ith  seabed 
resources  off th ei r coasts, bu t concern ed with  ric h off-coast fish ery 
resource s, are no t lik ely  to  make agr eem ent s in  one are a wi thou t 
sa tis facti on  in  the  other.

These  and othe r St ates  will wa nt  to  trad e off acceptance of  the 
re la tiv ely  na rro w te rr itor ia l sea boun da ry  we are seek ing, in re tu rn  
fo r some spec ial rec ognit ion  o f the ir  fishery in ter es ts beyond and  some 
rea son able sh ar in g in  th e benefits of  seabed  reso urce develop men t.

And  th at  be ing  so, I  th in k we have  to  hav e a  sin gle  con ference  wh ich  
deals  wi th  all  the se Law of  the Sea  questions. Of course, we could, 
Congr essman Fasc ell , have commissions o f th e one c onference, sep arate 
commissions de ali ng  with  dif fer ent aspects  of  the  ques tion.  My po in t 
is only th at  t he re  would  be one conference,  and at  some po int, all  of  
the dif fer ent elements  of  the pac kag e would have to be asse mbled at  
the sen ior  po lit ica l leve l, so th at  the  trade-offs would  be made in  a 
way th at  is acc eptable to a ll th e co untrie s concerned.

Mr. F ascell. Now h av ing flushed a fly ing  fish, wh at  would  y ou say 
about it , Chris ?

Mr . P hill ips. Well , if  I  ma y re fe r to  the more com prehensive  
sta teme nt  I  have su bm itted  fo r the rec ord , I  did  dea l with  th is  par
tic ul ar  po in t on pag es 8 an d 9, and I  kno w Con gressm an Fasce ll is 
aware  of th is  prob lem.

» Qu ite  fra nk ly , I  ap prec iate  t he  p oli tic al fac ts of  l ife th at  P rofes sor
Gardn er  mentioned with  res pect to Lat in  Am eri can  concerns  an d th e 
concern s o f o ther  S tat es , b ut  i t seems to  me th at  we do sha re a common 
des ire wi th  most of  t he  countrie s, developed and dev eloping, to make

-  pro gre ss in  wo rk ing fo r an  in tern at iona l reg ime fo r the explo ra tio n
an d exploi tat ion of  t he  seabed. Th e best  way no t to  g et  p rog res s is to  
tr y  to  lu mp  to ge ther  in  one in ternat iona l conference  al l o f these  high ly 
complex  Law o f the S eas i ssues.

We  know  th at  we have gone alr eady  some dis tan ce in cle ari ng  the 
way  fo r agreem ent  on tho se aspects  o f the Law of  the  Sea  w hich dea l 
with  such  th ings  as te rr itori al  waters, in te rn at iona l st ra it s an d fish 
eries ; th ese are  rel ati ve ly wel l-kn own prob lems. Th e grou nd  has  been 
gone over, and it  p robably  w ould be rea son ably easy  t o ge t agree me nt 
on the se issues.

I f  these issues are  lum ped toge ther  wi th  the very difficult an d 
un tes ted  issues re la tin g to  seabed regimes , the issue  of  boundary,  an d 
so on, i t could become a lo ng an d d raw n-ou t ne gotia tion. So to  re spo nd,
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I would say tha t this is not the way to  make progress in the  negotia
tions for a regime of the seabed.

Mr. F ascell. Do you want rebuttal time ?
Mr. Gardner. Well, I  just  would say this. Ambassador Phil lips  is 

seeking an admirable clarity and orderliness, but I  think it  really does 
ignore the political facts of life. He says that  the territoria l water ques
tion is a relatively simple one.

The fact  is, we have near chaos in this  area today. We say it is 3 
miles.; the Russians say it is 12 mi les; there are Latin  American coun
tries seizing our fishing boats at up to 200 miles, and making claims of *
that  kind, and the Latin  American countries have made it perfectly 
clear—many of them—they feel strongly , they are not going to accept 
the kind of narrow terr itori al sea boundary we want, unless they are 
satisfied on the fishery rights beyond, and on the mineral questions in ’
the deep seabed.

So I  don’t see how we are going to unlock this question, unless we 
change our policy. I will even make a prediction  before this com
mittee, I thin k we will have to change our policy, and within the  next 
year or two.

Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Barber ?
Mr. B arber. I would like to agree with Mr. Gardner , and add one 

more complementing factor, and t ha t is some noted authori ties on the 
pollution of the ocean have predicted  that the A tlantic Ocean may be 
the condition of Lake Erie,  that is, basically the low oxygen content 
killing  all fish, within 10 or 12 years. And I note tha t in these discus
sions about the ocean, we haven’t gone, as far  as 1 am aware, to seri
ously formula te the kind of rules tha t are going to be necessary to 
protect the life in the Atlantic Ocean, which, if  th is prophecy is cor
rect, will take  place not only within  our  lifetime, but in the  relatively  
near future .

Mr. Gallagher. Ambassador Phill ips?
Mr. P hillips . I appreciate tha t th is is a very pressing problem, but 

I do think that more attention is being given to it than  Mr. Barber 
indicated. In  my verbal s tatement, I  referred to some programs which 
are already underway in a number of the specialized agencies, and I 
referred to the preparat ions, which are underway in anticipation of 
the 1972 Conference on the Human Environment.

I believe tha t public opinion, not only here, but in the world at  large, 
has in a sense exploded, and there are programs both in the planning 
stage and in operation, which are coming to grips with these prob
lems. So I  don’t  think i t can be said that  nothing is being done. More r
can be done, and more, I  am sure, will be done, and indeed, the regime 
anticipated  for the seabeds has always been based on the assumption 
tha t there would be rales  and regulat ions with respect to  activities on 
the seabed, tha t might pollute the waters.

I don’t thin k this has been left  out of the picture.
Mr. Barber. Ju st a one-minute rebuttal. My point was no t that-----
Mr. Gallagher. I don’t mean to break the  time rule, but go ahead.
Mr. Barber. I recognize tha t a lot is happening. My point was 

rathe r, I am unaware tha t we have got to the po int where codification, 
broadened codification of the kind of rales tha t will be necessary to 
protect the Atlantic from pollution at this time, you haven’t got to 
tha t point, and if we have 10 or 12 years before the Atlanti c is pol-
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luted, it seems to me trad itionally,  on the record, i t takes 3 to 5 years 
to negotiate anything  in  the  U.N., from the time you have seen a first 
dr af t of a proposed treaty.

That is just a practical rule, tha t says th at  if we have a treaty  on 
the pollution of the oceans tha t is abided to by the principal countries  
of the world, w ithin 6 years, I will be very surprised.

Mr. Gallagher. I thin k it might take even longer if we have an 
elected U.N. delegation. [Laughter .]

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could run some other 
questions by this  distinguished panel, and take advantage of the ir 

* talent?
We didn’t finish with  the Convention on Privileges and Immuni

ties. Just so we could ge t it in the record, I assume everybody is for  
r  that  ?

Mr. P hillips . I fu lly support  it.
Dean Wilcox. Yes, sir; it should have been ratified a long time ago.
Mr. F ascell. OK; now as to  the proposed expansion of the U.N. 

headquarters in New York, we have one witness’ expression of  views 
on that. How about the other gentlemen ?

Mr. Gallagher. Yes; Professor  Gardner, perhaps you could re
spond. Perhaps I could amend the question, to include what would be 
some of  the practical disadvantages to the United Nations in its role 
if we do not approve of the expansion program?

Mr. Gardner. Well, I thin k the practica l disadvantages  would be 
very serious. T here  has been an attem pt for many years on the  par t 
of the Soviet Union, and countries t ha t often vote the way the Soviet 
Union votes, to take the United Nations or par ts of the United Na
tions out of New York.

Mr. Fascell. If  not all of it.
Mr. Gardner. And then there are some other governments that , for 

a number of reasons having to  do with the Middle East question, have 
raised th is issue. To the extent tha t th is happens , to the extent that we 
sta rt dismembering the headquarters s tructure and p utting pieces of it 
in Geneva or Vienna, or Stockholm, or wherever it may be, we are 
weakening both the United Nations as an institut ion and the role of 
the United  States in it.

I say “weaken the United Nations as an insti tution ,” because to 
sta rt scattering i ts offices all over the globe will reduce efficiency. This 
is a perfectly  obvious point. Without essential unity,  we will lose 
efficiency.

I would even argue that it would be unwise to separate, as some 
people have urged, the economic work from the political work. Some 
people say th at the vision of the future should be to locate in  Europe 
all the economic work of the U.N. and keep in New York all the  pol iti
cal work. Because it would be most unfortunate-----

Mr. F ascell. You anticipated my next question. I  am glad you are 
discussing both.

Mr. Gardner. Because I think the American people will then see 
at thei r doorstep all the q uarrel ing and  all the divisions, and they will 
not see here tangib le manifestations of the constructive peace-build
ing work of the U.N. And there is another aspect of this, and that is 
tha t the economic work of the U.N. can best be undertaken if it is in 
New York, because in New York it has access to the scientific ta lent,
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the technology, and the business experience tha t the United States 
has available.

The decision, for example, to locate U NIDO, the U.N. Industria l 
Development Organization, in Vienna, was a scandal. I  know that is 
a harsh phrase. I say it with all respect to my friends in the Austrian 
Government who wanted it, but you know, if you looked for a more 
inappropria te place to locate an organizat ion which depends on 
advanced science and technology and industry , you could hard ly find 
a worse place than Vienna.

Mr. Fascell. But the Government did-----  +
Mr. Gardner. They have got a lovely opera house.
Mr. F ascell. But the Austrian Government d id provide $50 million 

in facilities to UNIDO.
Mr. Gardner. I don’t think t ha t is a good enough reason. *>
Mr. Fascell. No, but they did, and nobody else did. That  is the 

point.
Mr. Gardner. Exactly, and unless we make a generous proposal to 

site these facilities in New York, there will be increas ing pressure to 
put them elsewhere.

Now, the last point—I am sorry to give a long answer, but it is 
such a fundamental question—I think tha t the United  States also 
has a great, advantage in having the United Nations located here. It  
enables us, for  example, to recrui t Americans for secretariat activities.
It  is much harder  to recruit, Americans to serve overseas.

A practical implication of moving things overseas would be a 
further diminution of the quantity and quality of Americans serving 
in the international secretaria t. And tha t problem is already severe, 
finding good Americans, as the mat ter stands today, so I  think tha t it 
is really imperative for s trengthening the U.N. as an organization and 
strengthening the American role in it, that  we enlarge the New York 
facilities and continue to be able to serve as a  generous and good host 
for the organization.

Dean Wilcox. There is jus t one other poin t that may be added and 
that is that  the United  Nations is often criticized fo r lack of coordina
tion in the economic and social field. I f we were to fur ther disperse 
the various segments of the United Nations tha t are engaged in this 
work, possibly to different part s of the world, i t certainly  would not 
help the United Nations to achieve greater coordination. Quite the 
contrary. To be most effective, the central direction of the programs 
in this field should remain in New York at the headquarters.

Mr. Gardner. Tha t is a very important point. r\
Mr. Gallagher. W hat other disadvantages do you see to fragmen

tation of the U.N., i f we do not approve the proposed expansion?
Dean Wilcox. I think that  Mr. Gardner  has h it most of the  points 

that I would consider important.
Mr. Gallagher. Ambassador Phillips?
Mr. P hillips. I would ju st make a comment about a possible rela

tionship between U.S. ratifica tion o f the Convention on the Privileges 
and Immunities, and efforts to  defeat measures which would have the 
effect of dismembering the United Nations. I f we could th is year, ob
tain action on the Convention on Privileges and Immunities, it  would 
go a long way to removing one of the criticism about our actions as 
the host country. This  in turn , I  think, would help diminish the oppo-
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sition which admittedly exists among some delegations to expansion 
moves which would indicate a determination to keep the center of 
U.N. activities in New York.

It  is also worth noting  that  the U.N. is now spending close to $2 
million a year on rental  costs in New York City for outside office space. 
This  is a very uneconomic way of conducting its business. And I would 
point out another consideration, which though not a major one, has 
some dollars  and cents importance. Secretariat members living in New 
York, there are some 3,000 of them, receive salaries amounting to 
something like $12 million a year ; these are funds which are being 
spent in the United  States, and this of course is economically a plus 
factor  in our balance of payments. And I would say amen to what 
Professor Gardner said about the economic and political considera
tions which dictate  in favor  of retain ing the centerpiece of the U.N. 
here. Once you begin to break it  up, then I t hink  you have done damage 
which it might be impossible to repair.

Mr. Gallagher. Air. Barber.
Mr. Barber. I have played the role of the heretic regarding the 

UND P. It  seems to me tha t we are now emerging into an area where 
people are reevaluat ing all types of government-to-government aid 
programs. And I hear more and  more, and in think ing ourselves, about 
the possibilities tha t it may be possible to develop more effective aid, 
foreign  a id institutions, th rough different frameworks, and i t is quite 
possible that the goals of the  UN DP migh t be more effectively carried 
out in different formulas in different institutions and organizations.

If  you took a poll, for example, in Afr ica and La tin America today, 
and asked whether they would prefer  to have the UND P assistance as 
distinct f rom having the same amount of assistance in the World Bank 
or the OAS, I  don’t th ink you would find very much argument, per se. 
They obviously need the aid, but I don’t think tha t it necessarily 
ought to come from the U.N. And more particular ly, as a political 
question, i f we look a t the U.N. budget, I think we might  argue tha t 
the U.S. support of the U.N. might be stronger, if in the long term, 
we planned about the foreign aid aspects of the U.N. being carried out 
through other institu tions, so th at a budget tha t appears before the 
Congress of the Uni ted States as the U.N. budget, is focused on peace
keeping and the formulat ion of international law.

Mr. Fascell. I frankly haven’t arrived at a decision in my own 
mind about this, but I can see, on the basis of my limited  experience 
at the United Nations, the tremendous emphasis which is accorded 
there to economic and social development tasks which account for 80 
percent o f the  resources and the effort, expended by the U.N. In  some 
ways, this emphasis seems to detract from the principal functions  of 
the U.N. in dealing with peacekeeping and other political  questions.

I don’t mean th at  you can depoliticize economic decisions—I don't  
think you can do tha t a t all—but there m ight be meri t in ge tting  some 
of the economic tasks distributed  among the regional commissions, 
or someplace else. I don’t know. I would have to think about that a 
little bit.

I think there is a growing tendency to  believe tha t we are going to 
solve all of the problems in the world if we cont inue to emphasize 
80 percent of the U.N.’s effort while the General Assembly keeps on 
passing resolutions on various  topics—resolutions to which less and
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less at tention is paid . I think tha t is an unfortunate tendency which can degrade the General Assembly and then the U.N. in the eyes of the public.
Mr. Gallagher. Professor  Gardner?
Mr. Gardner. I think the problem which has been just described by Congressman Fascell is a  very serious one, and  it bears with pa rticu lar importance on all these new areas of science and technology. The General Assembly is rea lly very poorly equipped, because of its size, work methods, and the type of people who go to it, to  deal with some o f these highly  technical scientific and technological issues, like the environment, population, space, and so on. And I  would hope that we can take some leadership in the next few years to encourage the formation of expert scientific panels, of  limited membership, to look at some of these questions.
For example, maybe we should have a small panel o f distinguished scientists who could look in an orderly  and continuing way at the whole environmental question. So tha t we may want to, if not substitute  for the General Assembly, at least supplement the General Assembly, with some small exper t groups to look at these new areas, but I wouldn't want to see them parceled out into the regional commissions, or off to the specialized agencies.
It  seems to me in an a rea like the environment, you really need an overall view. One of the  dangers is th at FAO makes a decision about DDT. They say, “Well, we need DDT, because we want to increase agricultural productivity ,” but they don’t think of the ecological consequences, and the functiona l approach is not well suited, either in environment or population or anything else, to the necessary coherent program that we are seeking, one th at recognizes the  linkages between all these functions.
Mr. F ascell. That lays a predicate for my next question. We have been wondering about the desirability and "the necessity of put ting  into the State Departmen t the final responsibility for coordinating U.S. p articipation in the specialized agencies, both in te rms of budget and policy, so as to have a more unified approach towards  the U.N. and the internationa l organization  community which we certainly  don’t have now.
What is the panel’s reaction to tha t ?
Mr. Gallagher. Dean Wilcox?
Dean W ilcox. In  foreign policy unity of action is very im portan t. When the United States  speaks abroad, we must not speak with a medley of discordant  voices. Fo r this  reason I  favor the State  Dep artment taking the lead  on foreign policy questions. We must have close teamwork, of course, between the department of government tha t is responsible for technical matters such as agricultu re or labor or health and the State Department. But there must be a single nerve center somewhere in the Government which is charged with the responsibil ity for looking a t all the  facets and al l the factors  involved in policy, and coming up with a decision. How this leadership is exercised is very important. Clearly the technical agencies of our Government should have the major role to play in  decisions relating to the control o f communicable diseases, improvements in rice production, and similar  matters. Yet even here the political issues may be of some consequence; in any case the  decisions should be made in the context o f our  total  for-
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eign policy. Moreover, we must keep in mind th at important political 
questions are constantly being raised at technical conferences—ques
tions relat ing to the seating of mainland China, the status of East 
Germany, or the apar theid  policy of South Africa. These are 
matters  which cannot be dealt with by experts on malaria, or fe rtilizer, 
or child care. All this  means th at we must have a good deal of in ter
departmental coordinating machinery. We must also have “joint” 
delegations to conferences with technical exper ts and experts in the 
political field working together.

* The State  Department must take the lead in the coordination of 
policy but it must be very careful not to dominate the technical agen
cies. During  a period in the 1950’s the relations  between State  and the 
other  departments of our Government were not very cordial precisely 
because the State Department did attempt  to exercise too much con
trol. Labor questions must be handled prim arily  by the Labor De
partm ent; th at ’s where the exper ts are.

The only way you can deal with  problems like these is on a coopera
tive basis. However, somebody has to take the leadership in evolving 
policy and I can’t think of any o ther agency or  organ in the Govern
ment th at can do it  more effectively tha n the S tate Department. After 
all, it is the President, the Secretary of S tate, and the  Department of  
State tha t are responsible for our foreign policy. On the other hand, I  
would not thin k it advisable to move in to the Department of State  
groups of technical experts in health, labor, agriculture, and related 
fields. This could resul t in domination rather  than  cooperation.

Mr. Fascell. In  discussing this, gentlemen, please throw in the 
budget question.

Mr. Gallagher. Professor Gardner?
Mr. Gardner. I thin k there is a very serious problem here, of de

veloping a unified and coherent American input into this system. I 
think i f we are honest, we have to admit t ha t much of the  fragme nta
tion tha t we have seen at the internationa l level, among the U.N. 
agencies, reflects the fragm enta tion in our own country, in our own 
Government.

We are the greatest  proli fera tor in the  U.N. system.
I think the idea of put ting  all the responsibility for all these spe-

* cialized agencies in the State  Department is one that  just can’t work. 
For example, the  Agricultu re Department would never agree, and I 
think  they would be righ t, to let the State Department be the sole 
judge of whether DD T should or should not be eliminated or whether

* the codex alimentarius  should be amended, o r whether there should 
be a renewal of  certain arangements with respect to cocoa. These are  
technical questions, in which the Agricu lture Department has a man
date, under our system.

We will never get the Treasury Department to let the State De
partment decide whether interest rates should be raised, or whether 
there should be a devaluation of the li ra under the terms of  the Mone
tary Fund agreement. Nor will we ever get HE W to let the State 
Department decide what kind of health repor ting arrangements 
should be made in WHO .

So we have to, it seems to me, give the specialized departments of 
our Government a role.
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On the othe r side,  one th in g is clear . When it comes to politi ca l 
issues, the  St ate Dep ar tm en t has  th e prima cy.  W he ther  C hin a should  
be seated in the W HO is clearly some thing  th e State  De pa rtm en t 
decides.

Th e h ard problem, it seems to  me, is where  you g et into  issues which  
transc end  the na rro w technica l res ponsibi lity  of  an executive  de pa rt 
ment, and beg in to get  into la rg er  dev elopmental quest ions. For ex
ample, sh ould  th e W IIO move into  the  po pu lat ion  field ?

Or  should FA O have  its  own technica l ass ista nce  p rogra m in ag ri 
cultu re or  sh ould  it  be o nly  an exe cut ing  ag ency fo r the  U NDP ? «

Now I would like  to see those issues  pr im ar ily  the responsibil ity  
of the De pa rtm en t of  St at e,  bu t th at is going t o  be very ha rd  to  do.
We t rie d to do th at  over  th e las t 10 yea rs, bu t we have  n ot succeeded.

As  you know  very well , ini tia tiv es  hav e been tak en  by U.S . dele- 
gates  in a num ber  of sp ecia lized agencies which w ere quit e inconsis tent  
wi th th ing s th at  othe r delegates, St at e Dep ar tm en t dele gates were  
tryi ng  to do in New York.  To preven t th at , a str on ge r role  will  have 
to be given  to  the Se cre tar y of  St ate fo r coord ina tion or  pe rhaps— 
and th is is an alt erna tiv e, Air. Ch air man—the re  w ill have to  be estab
lished in the W hi te  House  some centr al mechan ism fo r coord ina tion 
th at  does not  now exist.

I t is an un fo rtu na te  fact  t hat in the  W hi te  H ouse staff  o f Dr . Ki s
singer  there  is  no  U.N. expert,  and th is makes t he  job of coord ina tion 
much  more difficult and also makes more di fficult  the b rin ging  of  these 
U.N. issues to the level o f pr esi denti al att en tio n.

Mr. F ascell. An d th e only budget coord ina tion you have is at  the 
Burea u of the B ud ge t level. Is n ’t  tha t co rrect ?

Mr. Gardner. That  is c orrect.
Mr. Gallagher. A mb assado r P hi lli ps ?
Air. P hillips . I f  I may ju st  resp ond , because I  agree wi th  much 

of wh at Profe sso r Gardn er  says, ha ving  in  a  pr io r inc arn ati on  served 
as U.S.  Repre sen tat ive  on the Econom ic and Social Council , I am 
also keen ly aware  of  th e problem s of  ge tting  unif ied Am erican  pos i
tions on matter s inv olv ing  the specia lize d agenc ies, and othe r UN  
programs. There  is a rea l prob lem here on one po int which I  believe 
you, Congres sman Fasce ll, me ntioned:  th e budg eta ry  ques tion . I  
haven’t pe rha ps  thou gh t it  th roug h as ca refu lly  as one mi gh t, bu t it 
seems to me t hat  it  wou ld be more use ful to  s tre ng the n the bu dg eta ry  
coordin atio n process , in th e State  De pa rtm en t, because  it  is there  
where you ge t an ove rall  view of t he  rela tiv e importance  of pro gra ms  
in terms of total  U.S . in terest s. »

I t  is tru e th a t the De pa rtm en t of  Agr icul tu re  has  to make a ju dg 
ment about th e use of DD T, some thing  th e State De pa rtm en t 
obviously  can’t do, bu t you can ’t  divorce  ou r pa rti cipa tio n in th is  
whole ran ge  of  in te rn at iona l act ivi ties  fro m ou r to tal  for eig n poli cy 
interests. They are  re lated.

An d it seems to  me the rea l con tro l does come righ t down to the  
budget process.

Now at  the prese nt tim e, I  th in k we sometimes tak e an undu ly 
inflexible pos ition. We  tr y  to  make a bu dg et assessment based on 
ar bi trar y perce nta ge sta nd ard s, whi ch doesn’t  always  make a gr ea t 
deal of  sense. In  some cases, an ar bi tr ar y percen tage figure may lie 
too much;  in others , it  may no t be e nough.  An d we use t hi s sta nd ard 
because we don’t seem to  h ave  any  b ett er,  any more logic al yards tick.
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Mr.  F ascell. And  because some peo ple  th in k th at it  sounds  good 
in the  Congress.

Mr.  P hi ll ips. You tak e th e wo rds  ou t of  my mouth.  I t  i s true , it  
is a n easy way  to  m ake a decision, b ut  it  is n ot  necessa rily  th e be st way , 
and I  do thi nk  tha t serious  co nside rat ion  s hould  be  given  to  m ak ing it  
poss ible  to  str en gth en  th is  ki nd  of bu dg etary coo rdination, an d my 
inc lin ati on  is th at  it sho uld  be in  the  St at e De pa rtm en t.

Mr.  Gallagher. Mr. Ba rber?
Mr.  B arber. I  would  ag ree  w ith  both M r. Gar dn er  an d M r. P hi ll ip s,

* an d wou ld like to  tak e it,  as I  see th e logic, one ste p fu rth er .
In  my experience , it  is te rr ib ly  im po rtan t fo r St at e Dep ar tm en t 

rep res entat ive s no t only in  th is  Governm ent bu t othe r governm ents 
to  ha ve prog ram app rova l o f in te rn at iona l p ro jec ts o f any  significa nce.

* And  I  th ink th a t a clear di sti nc tio n sho uld  be ma de  between wha t I 
would  call  de ter mi nin g dat a,  bo th at  th e UN  sta ff level an d in th e 
St ate De pa rtm en t, and mak ing poli cy, an d op erat ing a program .

Le t me give you an example. In  t he  we ath er are a, an d in te rn at iona l 
geophysics , there  i s obviously an in ternat iona l club of men who know 
each  othe r, they sha re da ta , and they  have jo in t int ere sts  in ca rryi ng  
ou t ce rta in  p rogram s, and th is is all to the  good. I f  there is a po licy
ma ker who thorou gh ly  un de rs tand s the  prog rams fro m the  St at e 
Dep ar tm en t po int o f v iew, and is in volved  be fore a ll the arrang em en ts 
are  made, who has reviewe d th is  both fro m a bu dg etary and a policy  
po in t of  v iew, an d said , “Y es, th is  is  a prog ram th at  is sou nd, ’'—th at  
wou ld be good . B ut  us ually  th is does not happen.

In  my experience , time af te r tim e, you will find pr ivate meetin gs 
and a few d rin ks , an d the pr og rams are in f act , de fac to,  all  a greed,  and  
each  representati ve  is se llin g it to his  g overn me nt, so th at  by the  tim e 
it. reache d the  foreig n office level, e very  fore ign  office f inds its elf  w ith  a 
de fac to agreem ent  l)etween t he  sc ienti fic com munity  in th at  area, and  
they  rea lly  a re in an im possible p osit ion . I  th ink there has t o be a club  
of  fo rei gn  offices to  ge t control of the  situ ati on .

Mr.  F ascell. Mr . Cha irm an , I  have ano the r question.
Mr. Ba rber  h as  offered a serie s of  very in teresti ng  sugges tion s, bu t 

one that,  st ruck  me  in pa rt ic ul ar  is h is pro posal  fo r U.N . ch ar te ring  o f 
in ter na tio na l u til ities .

- Is  that  u nd er  d iscu ssion? I t  seems to me there is a possibil ity  there
no t only  f or  us efu l coo perat ion  and service, bu t also fo r prov id ing the  
U.N . w ith  some financ ial benef its.

W ha t do you  oth er  exp ert s feel  about  th is  ?
* Mr. G allagher. Dr.  G ar dn er  ?

Mr. G ardner. Wel l, it  is h ar d  to  answ er th at  in t he  a bs tra ct  u nt il we 
hav e some very specif ic and concrete exa mples  of the are as in which 
these corpo rat ion s are  to work. I  confess th at  th is is one aspect of  the  
tes tim ony  of  my fr iend  Art  Barbe r with which I  find my sel f in some 
disa greement . I  h ate t o l)e a ny  more con servat ive  t ha n any  o the r mem 
ber  of the  pan el, bu t I  guess on th is I  am a lit tle  more con servat ive  
th an  he is.

Let, me expla in why. He  had some very ha rsh th ings  to  say abou t 
IN TELSA T. He  ta lk s in h is pa pe r abo ut comp ell ing  countr ies  to jo in 
a U .S. -co ntroll ed co rporati on , org ani zed  b y Congres s. W ith respec t, I  
th in k th at res ts on a m isappreh ension. I  h ad  s om eth ing  to  do wi th the 
nego tia tio n of the  IN T E L SA T  agreem ent . IN T E L SA T  is, as I  am
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sure Art  knows, an interna tional  telecommunications satellite con
sortium, in which more than  GO countries participate, and we are par t 
of it.

Our membership in it  is through COMSAT. It  is COMSAT that  is 
the congressionally chartered company, and th at  is our  means of par
ticipating in this in ternat ional thing.

Now I don’t real ly think the U.N. could opera te a global television 
system. If  we had—I had fa r better-----

Mr. F ascell. I  didn’t understand tha t tha t was what Mr. Barber 
was advocating. 4

Mr. Gardner. He wanted to charter companies to perform services, 
like global TV and radio.

Mr. Fascell. Well, it could be a private organization, though, 
couldn’t it?

Air. Barber. The State of Delaware doesn’t run  the  Standard Oil of 
New Jersey.

Mr. F ascell. He is t alking about chartering  and authorizing, and 
not control.

Mr. Gardner. Well, you see, in the case of the global satellite th ing, 
we already have IN TELSAT , and I think we ought to work with, and 
broaden it, and liberalize it along the lines I have suggested to get it to 
recognize its responsibility to the U.N. and the internat ional com
munity by making some channels available. I don’t know what else 
Mr. Barber has in mind.

You know, when you talk about licensing, then you get into the hard 
question of who makes the decision. And do we have the confidence that 
the licensing will be done under a political authority in which our 
interests are adequately protected ?

Mr. F ascell. I read that  in the context of Mr. Barber’s other pro
posals, in which he is try ing  to force steps upward, within the inter
national  community, in order to get away from the question of the dilu
tion of sovereignty.

Mr. Gardner. R ight. Well, I  agree with tha t as an objective, and I 
would say tha t the first place we ought to try the Barber approach is 
the deep seabed. Let’s get an interna tional regime for the exploitation 
of the mineral resources of the  deep seabed, w ith a U.N. authority to 
license national governments and private corporations, getting a fee in 
return for the licenses, and laying down s trict  regulations about use 
and antipo llution  measures and so on.

If  we could make it go there, maybe we can go on to some other 
things. I  think that would be the top priority. •

Air. Gallagher. Ambassador Phillips?
Mr. P hillips. Could I just try  to clarify this  question. I under

stand Mr. Barb er’s suggestion was in two par ts, one is concerned with 
international communications or other utilities, and the other, related 
to the possibility of a U.N. or other interna tional  charter, for any 
private  company operating in a number of countries.

During my last  3 years in private  life, I was President  of the 
U.S. Council of the In ternational Chamber of Commerce. We devoted 
a good deal of time and attent ion to what has come to be called the 
multinational corporation. A verv extensive study  was undertaken bv 
the International Chamber of Commerce on the economic, political, 
social and financial implica tions of such world-wide companies. There
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was considerable interest on the part of some of these companies, in 
the suggestion th at there be an in terna tional charter for multinational  
companies because it was felt that this might  be one way of deempha
sizing of the multinational  company, which must operate in many 
countries with different  legal and political systems.

These worldwide operations can entail problems of a local or national 
character. I think some companies were searching for ways of pro 
viding an international umbrel la to the ir operations. Now is this 
essentially what you had in mind ?

* Mr. Barber. You correctly articulated two distinc t points. One is 
the utili ty, which Dick Gardner was addressing,  and the other was 
the question of the large world priva te corporation, of which you 
spoke.

* Yes, to go first to your point, I find increasingly businessmen are 
honestly concerned about where their loyalties lie, when they  operate 
in many countries. I t isn’t a question of being good or evil. It  is 
simply the re are companies fo r example tha t are directed abroad to do 
something pursuant to U.S. law, which is in conflict with local law, 
and when they get in the ir kind of position, there is nothing they 
can do righ t, and they want to tr y to avoid that kind of situation, and 
I think it is f air  to  say t ha t most businessmen prefer the politicians 
to come up with some formula, whether throu gh the U.N. or some
where else, where they are no t caught in divided loyalties, and I  don’t 
thin k this can be quickly resolved, but I  do believe the U.N. or a t least 
the good offices of  the U.N., in someway, to  formulate general rules 
of procedure and part icularly  adjudication procedures, so if there is 
a dispute in good faith , Braz il tells some company to  do X,  and it is 
an American company, and the American Government says do Y, how 
can they in good fa ith  get an ad judication as to what they should do?

I thin k we need to develop th at kind of institution . But the  earlier 
point, which I  think Congressman Fascell was raising,  in response to 
Dick, I  think  I agree with most everything Dick said, except tha t I 
don’t think  we have to wait and do these one by one. I  can see what I 
would call three agenda items, first priva te consortia could come up 
with a proposal de novo, if there  were anyone willing to listen, and 
say in effect, “We can build a world weather corporation,  tha t will

* give you the kind of performance tha t NASA and other technology 
has made possible. We will build i t and construct it and manage it, for 
fees less than governments are now paying, with private capi tal.”

Mr. Fascell. And make a profit ?
* Mr. Barber. And make a profit, bu t the sense of it is obviously no 

single legislature, if  I may, has the power or authority  to authorize 
tha t worldwide operation. And therefore , if there were a legitimate 
open forum in which such things could be legitimat ized, that  it would 
be in the interests of everyone, and similarly , now tha t on March 5, 
we are going to implement the Nonproliferation Treaty.  As I remem
ber, there is a clause in the trea ty saying tha t the signatory govern
ments will do everything within thei r reasonable power to provide 
nuclear materials  for peaceful purposes to the signatory  States con
sistent with the  IA EA.

Well, I think it is operatively true  that despite all the good faith  
of the U.S. Government, the U.S. Government can’t, and in my 
opinion, should not, take a lot of taxpayers’ money to run all over
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the world  to sell atomic  ma ter ial s. Tha t is som eth ing  th at  sho uld  
pr ivat ely be done by pr iv at e insti tut ion s, bu t again , no t solely  U.S . 
Gover nm ent  in st itu tio ns  or  U.S . co rpo rat ion s.

So we need a  f ram ew ork of  ru les  of law s that  a re general ly accepted 
fo r everyone , in whi ch com pan ies  c ould o ffer serv ices  on a worldwid e 
basis, in  an  abo veb oard m ann er.

Mr. Gardner. Well , th is  is ce rta inly  very he lp fu l in clar ifying  it. 
Let ’s take  th e we ath er example. You  see, I  th in k  it  doesn’t, I  was 
going  to  s ay, qu ite  hold wa ter , bu t th at  w ould be un fo rtu na te .

Mr. F ascell. Air?
Mr . Gardner. Can  you imagine  the Sovie t Governm ent tu rn in g 

ove r its  we ath er services and we ath er foreca sting  capabil ities  an d 
we ath er research capabi lit ies  to  a global  co rporati on  which would 
nec essari ly be controlled pr im ar ily by othe r countrie s? W ea ther  se rv
ices  are  trad iti on al ly , an d I  th in k will  fo r a while  con tinu e to  be, 
func tio ns  o f n at iona l governments. An d wh at  we have do ne u nd er  th e 
U.N . um bre lla , is some thing  inter me dia te  betw een where we were  
an d where we wa nt  to  go. We  s tarte d in 1961, as a resu lt of  P resid en t 
Ke nn edy’s i ni tia tiv e,  som eth ing  cal led  t he  W or ld  W ea ther  W atc h,  in 
which  th e Sov iet Ce ntr al W ea th er  Fo recasti ng  Office and  ou r W ea th er  
Bu rea u, a nd  othe r w eathe r bu rea us,  make av ailable throu gh  th e WMO , 
the W or ld  Meteorolog ical  Or ga niz ati on  in  Geneva,  the weath er ma 
teria l th at they  ga ther , an d it  is dissem ina ted  an d ana lyzed fo r the 
bene fit of  m ank ind .

I  am no t su re th at we are qu ite  rea dy  to go to stage three.  I  hope 
he  is righ t, bu t I  don’t qu ite  see it in  the cards  in  the  next coup le of 
yea rs.

Mr.  B arber. You chose th e examp le. I  like  it.
Mr. Gardner. OK.
Mr. Gallagher. I  would  lik e to ask one othe r ques tion.  When 

I  was call ed out side, one of  the students  back there fou nd the aft er 
noon  very int ere sting , and she asked, however , wh at are  we l ea rn ing 
about th ings  like  V ie tn am : and wh at the opinions of  you gentlem en 
might  be on wh eth er or  no t th e Un ite d Na tio ns  cou ld have played  
a la rg er  role , or  looking dow n th e pa th , wh at ki nd  of  a role  can we 
an tic ipate it  to  play  in some of  the broade r questions of  immedia te 
concern  ? A s she  po int ed  ou t, we were ta lk in g abou t some very in terest
ing subjects, b ut  a c loud t ha t h angs  over a ll of  it  is  Vietnam , an d more  
Vie tnams.

Mr.  F rel ing iiuy sen . An d when we h ave disp osed of  th at  question 
in  the 4 min utes , Mr.  Ch air ma n, maybe there are some oth er smaller 
questions we m ig ht  ta ke  up.

Mr.  Gardner. Well , I  hope the stu de nt  can  be reassured  th at  it 
wa sn’t  t hat  the mem bers  of the pan el were  try in g to avoid th e har d
core  questions.

Mr . Gallagher. No ; th at  wasn’t the pr oblem at  all.
Mr.  Gardner. Because we were in vit ed—a t least I was—to  talk a bou t 

the se new techno log ica l areas,  and  you  ha d an othe r session on peace 
keeping.

My s hort answer to th e stu dent  w ould be som eth ing  like th is : T ha t 
a majo r effort sho uld  be mad e by us, ou r Gover nment , in the nex t 
decade, to work ou t wi th the Sov iet Un ion , as well as oth ers , a 
str ength ened  pea cekeep ing  system  in the U.N ., firs t fo r se ttl ing
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disputes th rough  th ird-party  efforts, factfinding, mediation, concilia
tion, and second, for mounting  international  police actions, w ith men 
in blue helmets, in trouble spots like the Middle East , and potential 
Vietnams.

In  other words, if we could work it , we could get it  agreed with the 
Russians, th at we both have a common interes t in  containing violence 
in thi rd areas, which if uncontained, migh t draw us in to direct con
fronta tions, and tha t the U.N. is the  best vehicle for the containment 
of violence and for the  resolution of trouble in these th ird  and p erip h
eral areas.

I thin k the Russians are coming to understand this. It  takes  them 
a long time sometimes to tra nsla te thei r new understand ing into con
crete political proposals, but I do believe in the next couple of years 
we have some opportunities to move ahead in this field.

Mr. Gallagher. Dean Wilcox.
Dean W ilcox. I think there were very good reasons why the United  

Nations was not part icula rly helpful in connection with the Vietnam 
problem. Our Government did make several attempts, as you know, 
to seek the assistance of the United Nations. Moreover, the cooperation 
and the good offices of the members of the U.N. were invited by the 
President  on more than one occasion.

Whether there can be any U.N. assistance in connection with the 
ending of the hostilities, the cease-fire, and the peace settlement re
mains to be seen. With North Vietnam, mainland China, and the 
Viet Cong involved, i t is very difficult to see how the U.N. can play 
a very constructive role, unless these governments change their a ttitu de 
toward  the United Nations and indicate a greater willingness to co
operate than  they have in the past.

I suppose in the long run, the Vietnam situation argues for the 
principle of universality on the assumption tha t if you had all the 
countries in th e world in the United Nations, situations like th is in the  
futu re might  not arise. And if they did, at least we would be able to  
deal with the representa tives of these countries, in the Secur ity Council 
and in the General Assembly.

Mr. Fascell. At  least you remove the excuse.
Dean Wilcox. Yes, you remove the excuse for them not being willing 

to cooperate within the U.N. framework to resolve their differences. 
I can see some inte rnational involvement here, perhaps  in connection 
with a cease-fire—the interposi tion of some international  force be
tween the conflicting elements for example—but just  how it can be 
worked out with United Nations assistance, I am not at all sure, unless 
both sides agree to United Nations help.

That is the first fundamental principle anyway, in  connection with 
United Nations assistance or  intervent ion: Do the countries involved 
agree to a U.N. presence ?

Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Phillips?
Mr. P hillips. I think there is another element in the pic ture as one 

looks ahead. Dean Wilcox has outlined the reasons why in the past  
the U.N. has been unable  to be very effective, but  I  think  as one looks 
to the time when peace returns to that  unhappy  area, the U.N. may very 
well be able to play a useful role in planning for reconstruction  for  
development, and in doing so, perhaps to heal some of  the suffering 
and political bitterness, which obviously is going to carry over aft er 
any settlement.
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Already, there is some tentative thinking  being given, with in the U.N. and I think within  our own Government, on ways to undertake cooperative action under the umbrella of the U.N., or through some of the existing  U.N. activities. There is, a fter all, the economic commission for Asia,  there  is the Mekong River development program, and there are  various possibilities one could imagine in which the facilities of the U.N. could be brought to bear at tha t moment. Perhaps very constructively.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Barber?
Mr. B arber. I do not have any part icular words of wisdom on this, other than to say tha t I feel that the solution to Vietnam, I do not  think, will be found in the U.N. in the future, as they have not in the  past. And this  doesn't, in my view, make a pessimist; it is merely tha t we are in the midst of changing a ttitudes, changing values, and I feel very definitely if the same situat ion had occurred, and there had been no Vietnam this  1965 buildup, and the same situation in 1965 had occurred in 1970,1 do not believe the P residen t of the United States, whoever he might be, would have pursued the course th at we pursued in 1965.
I th ink we have all learned whether from Vietnam or Czechoslovakia or other mistakes, tha t this is no t the way to promote the  well-being of the people of the world.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Frelinghuysen ?
Mr. F relinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to congratu late all of you gentlemen for your testimony today. One of  the benefits, from our point of view, is the fact  that you provide perspective for one another. The informality of the discussion, I  think, has been useful. I  wish I  had heard every syllable, and hadn ’t been obliged to leave the room briefly. In  com paring the statements, I notice th at Dean Wilcox says our problems are really difficult problems, are global in nature,  and require global solutions. H e says th at the United States should take a lead in the financial problems of the U.N., in liquidatin g its present debt, and putt ing the organiza tion on a sound financial basis.
Professor Gardner very eloquently says that  the U.N. Secre tariat  does not have a sufficient number of highly  qualified experts to suppor t expanded cooperation in areas like environment, population, space and natu ral resources. He points the finger at Congress, amongst others, for not providing the money for  what is presently being attempted by the United  Nations.
So I would like  to ask how adequate is the  U.N. for its job? And how important  is the financial problem? Both of you gentlemen, in fact, I thin k maybe three of you, mentioned outside resources of the United Nations: that  perhaps the seabeds might be a source, and license agreements, and so on. Do you think tha t these independent sources of income are ever going  to be significant? And would such revenue ever get us away from the problem of how to get adequate contributions on a regular basis from all the  members? Are you talking  about developing sources tha t are reliable, because the U.N. can’t rely on members’ revenues?
Who would care to address himself to the basic financial problems? I t doesn’t seem to me tha t the United States  is off to a good sta rt in providing  the kind  of financial leadership tha t Dean Wilcox en-
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visages. If  we are already  shortchanging the U.N., I would surely agree 
tha t we should be moving in a generous direction on a mult ilate ral 
basis, especially if we are cuttin g back bilateral aid, however, the  
Appropriation s Committee refused to see the  validity of that argu
ment, and the  authorization bill for foreign  aid cut back severely a 
very modest increase requested for international organizations.

Obviously there  is a problem, in providing reliable  sources of funds  
from the member nations. How much value do you think  these ad di
tional sources of revenue would have ? How important do you th ink  
they would be ?

Mr. Gardner. Well, the problem, of course, is not the amount of 
money, it is the  lack of political will. As many have pointed out, our 
total contribution to the specialized agencies and voluntary programs 
and U.N. headquarters budget comes to about $250 million a  year, less 
than the cost of the  New York City Fire Department, less tha n the 
cost of 1 week of th e Vie tnam war. So it  is not  tha t we can’t  afford it. 
But there is political opposition to  doing it.

Now I don’t quite see how, if there  is a poli tical opposi tion to doing 
it, I don’t  quite see how the same people who provide that politica l 
opposition would be willing to give way and do it  throu gh independ
ent sources of revenue, because they would see tha t very quickly as a 
way of providing the funds in a different way.

Moreover, and again, I am going to look like a conservative on this  
panel, I  don’t t hink  for the coming decade, the g reat powers and mid
dle powers will or should seek to finance the  regula r activities of the 
U.N., or its peacekeeping activities, throu gh independent sources o f 
revenue.

The fact is th at  in  an organization of 126 countries—and i t will be 
140 or 150 before too long—in which we have one vote, the possibility 
to g rant or withhold contributions is the principal instrument of con
trol tha t we possess, and i f you set up a great fund for peacekeeping, 
let us say, funded from the seabed, and you don’t fix up the control 
arrangements , in the General Assembly, in the Security Council, and 
so on, you will be in real trouble. So I  think th at  factor should be kept  
in mind.

One final point. Th at is a modest proposal tha t I  would like to invite 
reflections on in this committee and in the State Department. I thin k 
we got ourselves in a terrible box when we made the decision many 
years ago to  stick the U.S. assessed share of the U.N. budget in the 
State Department budget. Fo r reasons which we are all aware of, we 
get the U.S. percentage of the U.N. budgets from the State Depar t
ment budget.

Now tha t has meant tha t as pressure has mounted from th e Congress 
and the Budget Bureau,  and other par ts of the Federal bureaucracy, 
to keep the State D epartm ent budget down, there has been increasing 
pressure on the  U.N. component o f tha t, which has been growing.

This U.N. component of the State  Department budget was about 
18 percent, in the middle fifties. I t is now up to about 32 percent, and 
at the present rate of growth  it will soon be 40 and then 50 percent, 
and if we are try ing  to  stabilize Executive department expenditures, 
the budget fellows and Congress will say, “Yes, but somebody isn’t 
playing square. These U.N. fellows keep going up, and they are vio
latin g our mandate.”

41 -9 72 — 70— 20
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I thin k this really has set in motion some forces tha t a re very diffi
cult. Now, could we take the U.S. share of those U.N. budgets out  of 
the State  Department budget, so that  the U.N. budgets are no t subject 
to this quite artificial  measure of appropriateness ? Perhaps I am not 
expressing myself very well.

Mr. Gallagher. No ; you are, very well. I th ink i t a very valid point.
Mr. Gardner. This seems to me really something tha t ought to be 

explored by the Congress in consultation with the executive branch, 
because th e way we are going at present, I thin k we a re headed for a 
very difficult situation.

Mr. Gallagher. Yes, I agree. Yes, sir ?
Mr. Phillips . I was jus t going to  comment on one point  th at Pro 

fessor Gardner made. I agree w ith him wholeheartedly that when we 
consider possible independent sources of financing for  the U.N., and 
I think tnere are such possibilities, we ought to think of them for 
uses other than  the assessed expenses of the U.N.

Now, the most immediate possible source, if ever we are able to 
negotiate an international regime for the seabed, could be from reve
nues derived from exploitation of mineral resources on the seabed 
beyond national jurisdiction. A fai rly  substantial revenue flowing to 
the internationa l community could in the long run be available for 
international community purposes. Tha t is commonly trans lated  to 
mean fo r the development needs of developing countries.

Now precisely how you do that, what the mechanisms are, these have 
got to be worked out, of course, bu t I do think,  assuming tha t tha t 
regime would collect some royalties on the exploitation of resources 
and seabed, and potentially, the resources are very great, this could 
be a significant source of independent revenue.

But I would agree, Dick, tha t they should be reserved for purposes 
of this kind.

Mr. Gardner. Development purposes.
Mr. P hillips. Exactly .
Dean Wilcox. I would agree to tha t, and the comment I  made in 

my paper ought to be interp reted  in tha t sense. This is basically a 
political question ; it is not prim arily a financial problem. The mem
bers of the U.N. do have ample resources to take care of all these 
U.N. programs, i f they chose to do so, in other words if  they put their  
priori ties on U.N. activities rather  than  someplace else.

So f ar as new sources o f revenue are concerned, I  must say I  have 
mixed feelings. You can talk  about the sale of  Christmas cards, and 
the income from the t rick-or- trea t program, but  these activities return 
only a few million dollars a year. Certainly it is a travesty to have 
the Secretary  General of the United Nations going around with his 
hat  in his hand, trying to collect a few million dollars to take care 
of the great  peacekeeping responsibilities which we have imposed 
upon the  United Nations. If  we set up peacekeeping operations, we 
ought to be willing to finance them. I recognize, o f course, that the 
reason the Soviet Union and France didn’t contribute to the  expenses 
of the U.N. forces in the Congo, was largely because they  didn’t ap
prove o f the idea of the United  Nations becoming involved in opera
tions of this  kind. In particular, they objected to the Congo operation.

In this  regard the U.N. may be somewhat comparable to the 
Congress.
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1 don’t thin k the Congress would be willing to let the Pres iden t 
have control of a very large source of revenue tha t he could dispose 
of as he wanted to without  some control from the Congress. I cer
tainly agree with Mr. Gardner and Mr. P hi lli ps : if there is any inde
pendent source of revenue, it  ought to be controlled by the sovereign 
states, the members of the United  Nations, who should have a good 
deal to say about the way the money is spent.

I wouldn’t want to tu rn  over a la rge sum of money to the Secretary  
General, and permit  him to spend it the way he wanted to spend it 
without appropria te controls by the General Assembly, the Security 
Council, and other organs and agencies of the U.N.

Mr. F relinghuysen. As a practical m atter,  i t does seem to me this 
outside source of revenue which are no t contributions from the mem
ber states at all, would be controlled, essentially, by the have-not states, 
whereas contributions are controlled by the  have states. As one of the 
rich states, we need to be concerned about the extent of the freedom 
on the part  of the U.N. to dispose of revenues tha t are collected.

This is where we need to be wary. I thin k it is appalling that  we 
don’t contribute  our fa ir share of assessments, and so on. We surely 
should do tha t, and we should encourage—to the degree t ha t these 
agencies are fit instruments for mult ilateral assistance—we should 
encourage add itional aid. But  we also need to be wary about p rovid
ing major sources of additional revenue which would be relative ly 
without  strings.

I t is all very well to say, “We mustn’t let the Secretary General 
have control over it,” but as a practical matt er the Assembly would 
have control, I suppose, and they w’ould dispose of it as they saw fit. 
This, I  think, is what basically is behind the reluctance of our country 
as one of  the major  maritime countries, toward the disposition of re
sources on the seabeds, because these are resources which we figure 
we might explo it appropriate ly.

Mr. P hillips. May I  comment just  on that  one point, Mr. Frel ing 
huysen? A number of possibilities are under consideration on how 
such resources could be effectively controlled. And one possibility, for 
example, would be to use some existing organization of the U.N., such 
as the  United Nations development program.

Now, of course, the expenditure, the appropriation of funds, takes 
place in accordance w ith the approval of representatives of member 
states on the governing body of the UNDP, so tha t kind of an or
ganizational framework is a possibility. You could have some funds 
which resu lt from internationa l uses of the  deep ocean floor, in effect, 
appropriated through tha t organization . This would not mean tha t 
it would be available to be used by developing countries without  any 
interna tional control.

I don’t thin k this would be part icula rly desirable, either.
Mr. Frelinghuysen. It  does seem tha t the revenues from member 

states do provide a kind of cement. It  makes every member who con
tributes  aware of the fact tha t his money is being used. Surely it is 
advantageous to have this kind of discipline on the internationa l 
organization.

Mr. Gallagher. Gentlemen, it is 5 o’clock. Perhaps we should end 
on th is note, bu t I think Mr. Barber and Mr. Gardner  may want to 
answer.
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Mr. Barber. Thank you. I  would like to go back just one point on 
Mr. Gardner’s weather points, and tha t is tha t I have personally 
talked with the head of the Soviet Weather Bureau, and I am quite 
convinced that  a world weather corporation of the type described 
could be created in the very near future, by cooperation between the 
Europeans, Soviets, and ourselves. I am not proposing that  the Soviet 
weather system within their  borders be in this at all, any more than 
the Weather Bureau within our country.

The question involves basically weather gathering  in outer space, 
and the oceans, which are the legi timate concern of the United Nations.

Mr. Gallagher. Before we close, if you don’t mind, Congressman 
Bingham has asked me if  I  could ask two questions for him. Then we 
will end the session.

The questions are addressed to Dean Wilcox.
The first one reads as follows: The use of the term “matching basis” 

on page 25 is not quite clear. Would the United States offer to make 
contributions up to 50 percent of total contributions, or what ?

Dean Wilcox. Is that on page 29 ?
Mr. F relingiiuysen. Page 25.
Mr. Gallagher. Page 25,1 believe, of your statement, sir.
Dean W ilcox. Yes, i t would be comparable to the matching basis 

tha t we have now, with respect to the U.S. contributions to the U.N. 
Children’s Fund, the U.N. development program, and other related 
programs. We would offer to  contribute a certain sum of money if 
the other countries would contribute a certain amount, let us say, 60 
percent, to our 40 percent. This has been the pattern in the past.

Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Bingham also would like to make this com
ment: Like you, on page 31 of your statement, he favors trying to 
increase volun tary nongovernmental contributions to the United Na
tions and related agencies.

Would you agree wi th him tha t such contributions  from American 
individuals and organizations would be encouraged if  they were made 
tax deductible, by change in our present tax structure ?

Dean W ilcox. Yes, 1 think so, Mr. Chairman. At present I believe 
contributions are made, for instance, through the U nited States  Com
mittee for the Children’s Fund , rather  than directly to the United 
Nations C hildren’s Fund program. The U.S. committee then turns the 
money over to the United Nations. I  am not sure what the tax situat ion 
is precisely, but  I would think it would be helpful to the United 
Nations if a tax  deduction for contributions would be possible, com
parable  to the tax deduction which an individua l now receives in 
contr ibuting to his church, or to humanitarian ventures in th is country.

Mr. F ascell. Can’t we do tha t now without changing the tax law ?
Mr. P hillips . Through th e U.S. committee to U N IC EF; yes. It  is 

tax  deductible.
Mr. Gallagher. Well, gentlemen, on behalf of the subcommittee, I 

would like to thank you very much for the great contribution tha t 
you have made. I t was an extremely interesting afternoon, and a very 
valuable record.

Thank you very much.
Dean W ilcox. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
(Whereupon, at 5 :05 p.m. the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 

10 a.m. Thursday, March 5,1970.)



25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

Struc ture, Management, and Financial Policy

T H U R SD A Y , M A R C H  5,  19 70

H ouse of Representatives,
Committee  on F oreign Affairs ,

S ubcommittee on I nternational
Organizations and Movements,

IVashing ton, D.G.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to  recess, at 10 a.m., in room 2200, 

Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dante B. Fascell presiding.
Mr. F ascell. The subcommittee will please come to order. We meet 

this morning in continua tion of our hearings on the United Nations.
This first set of hearings would not be complete if the subcommittee 

ignored the important issue of the U.N. system’s management and 
budgetary procedures.

Good management is essential to proper functioning of the United 
Nations. It  is also necessary to assure th at U.S. tax moneys contrib 
uted to that  system are utilized effectively and efficiently.

Fortunately for all of us, we have the General Accounting Office 
to keep us all on our toes, and wake us up now and then and give us 
some clues on what is going on. This morning, we are pleased to wel
come the Honorable E lmer  Staa ts, Comptrolle r General of the United 
States, who is going to help us appraise the efficiency of the U.N.’s 
management and budgetary system. He is accompanied by members 
of his  staff. Mr. Stovall, Director of the Inte rnat iona l Division; Mr. 
Milgate, Assistant Director of the Division;  and Mr. Conahan, who 
is an Assistant Director in tha t division.

(The biographical sketch referred to follows:)
'Elmer B. Staats  became Comptrolle r General of the  United States Marc h 8, 

1966, af ter 26 yea rs service  in the  Fed era l Government. Before his appointmen t 
as Comptroller Genera l, Mr. Staa ts had  served as Deputy Directo r of the  
Bureau  of the Budget und er Pre sident s Johnson, Kennedy,  Eisenhower and 
Trum an.

Mr. Sta ats  joined the Budget Burea u in 1939 serv ing in var ious cap aci ties  
prior to his appointmen t by Pre sid ent Truman  as Deputy Director in 1950.

In 1953 Mr. Staa ts lef t Government service to accep t a position as Researc h 
Dire ctor  for  Mar shall Field & Company in Chicago. A yea r lat er  he was  ap
pointed by Preside nt Eisenhower as Exec utive  Officer of the  newly established  
Operations Coordinat ing Boa rd of the  National  Security Council. He held  this 
post unt il he rejoined the  Budget Burea u in September 1958 a s Assis tan t Direc
tor,  and was again appo inted  as Deputy Director  in March  1959. He was re
appointed by Pre sid ent Kennedy in 1961 and was continued in th is posi tion 
by Pr esid ent Johnson until he became Comptroller General.

Mr. Staa ts’ int ere st in public service is reflected in his asso ciations as well 
as in his career. He is a ch ar ter member of the  Amer ican Society for Public 
Adm inist ratio n and was  its  national preside nt in 1961-62. He is a member of 
seve ral boards and committees  interested in the  public service , including the  
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Board of Directors of the  American Academy of Pol itica l an d Social Science, the  Board of Trus tees  of Public  Administ ration Service, and the  Board of Trustee s of the  National Insti tu te  of Public Affairs.
Mr. Staats  is a nat ive of Kansas and a gra duate  of McPherson College, McPherson, Kansas, li e has an M.A. degree from the  Unive rsity  of Kansas and  a Ph. D. degree from the Unive rsity of Minnesota. He was a fellow of the  B rookings Institu tion from 1938 to 1939, is  a member of Phi Beta  Kappa and re

ceived the  Rockefe ller Public Service Award in 1961. He is currently  serving on the  Board  of Trustees of American University in Washington  and McPherson College in Kansas .
Mr.  F  ascell. M r. Sta ats , we are  de lig hte d to hav e you here.
You  have a prepare d sta tem ent . You  may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. ELMER B. STAATS, COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE  UNITED STATES

Mr. Staats. T ha nk  you very much, Mr.  Ch airma n.
I  would  like, firs t of all,  to co ng ratulat e the  subcomm ittee  on the  

excellent hearings th at  the y hav e had . I  have ha d an op po rtu ni ty  to 
look at  the lis t of witnesses,  and to rea d a numb er of  the  sta tem ents 
which have  been pre sen ted . I  th in k thes e hearings are  most  tim ely , 
pa rti cu larly  in view of the recent  repo rts  dea ling wi th the  effec tive
ness of our mul til ate ra l org aniza tio ns—th e Jackson stu dy , the Pea r
son study,  and  now the Pe ter son Ta sk For ce,  which has  not ye t re 
por ted , bu t which has gone int o the  whole problem of bil ate ral  and 
mu ltil ate ral  assi stance on the part  of  the  U.S . Gov ernmen t. So I  be
lieve these  h ear ing s a re mos t t imely , a nd  we wa nt to help the  Congress  
in any  way we can  in t hi s ve ry  difficult area.

I  have  a prep ared  sta tem ent, bu t I  hope  th at  you will feel free 
to in te rru pt  a t any po int  alo ng  th e way  t hat  you feel would be u sefu l.

Un ited Sta tes  contr ibuti on s to Un ite d Nations org aniza tions fo r 
oth er than  peacekeep ing act ivi ties increased fro m $141.6 mil lion  in 
fiscal year 1961 to an es tim ate d $263.7 m illi on in fiscal year 1970, an 
increase of  over 85 percent . Tha t is abo ut 8^ -percent . increase a yea r.

The fun ds were used, in  the main,  fo r economic coopera tion  and 
deve lopm ent and  the pro mo tion of  social progres s. In  contr as t, fund s 
made ava ilab le in the annual Fo re ign Ass istance  A pp ro pr ia tio ns  A cts  
fo r U.S . bi lat eral economic assistan ce ran ged fro m $1.9 bill ion fo r 
fiscal y ear  1961, to $1.4 bil lion fo r fiscal year 1970, a decrease  of  almost 
30 percen t. These tr en ds  are  il lustr ate d in  the  fol low ing  grap hs .

In  the  two grap hs  whi ch are  on the nex t pag e, which shows th at  
in 1961, we w ere at  the level  of  $141 m illion,  on ou r contr ibu tio ns  t o 
U.N . organizat ion s, and  th at goes up  to $263.7 in fiscal year 1970, 
whe reas  the ch ar t ju st  below shows the tre nd  a bi t jag ged, bu t sti ll,  
nevertheless, dow n in the way  th at  I  hav e ind ica ted .
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Mr. Staats. I  migh t point  out, Mr. Chairman, tha t the total  con
tribu tions  of the U.S. Government to all multilateral organizations— 
these are jus t the U.N. organizations—to all multilateral organ iza
tions, where many of the same problems are presented, in fiscal year 
1970 about $350 million, so tha t we are dealing with a very large 
amount of money, total.

In  all, from fiscal year 1946 throu gh fiscal year 1970, the United 
States  will have contributed $4.7 billion to interna tional  organiza
tions; of this $3.9 billion will have been contributed to the U.N. 

t  organizations. I n addition , the United  Sta tes has paid about $8 billion
as capital  contributions into the W orld Bank and other internationa l 
financial institutions. A br ief discussion of U.S. participation in these
financial institutions is contained in appendix 1.

*
DESCRIPTION OF U.N . SYSTEM

The U.N. system is a complex institut ional  framework of autono
mous and semiautonomous organizations and programs, which have 
evolved over the years, more or less on an ad hoc basis.

In  its essential elements, the system consists of  the  U nited Nations  
and 12 other autonomous intergovernmental organizations closely 
linked to it by longstanding agreements. These include the Wor ld 
Health Organizat ion, the Food and Agriculture  Organization of the 
United Nations, and the Internat iona l Labor Organization . The 
United Nations itsel f fur the r includes a number of semiautonomous 
units  created by and reporting  to the U.N. General Assembly. These 
include the U.N. Development Prog ram and the U.N. Children’s 
Fund.

STRUCTURE OF TH E ORGANIZATIONS

The charters or constitutions of the organizations generally pro 
vide t ha t the work of the organization will be carr ied out by a legis
lative body consisting of representatives of member governments 
and a secretariat comprising the chief executive of the organiza tion 
and his staff. These two mam organs are variously supplemented by 
executive boards, program and finance committees, and other sub
sidiary bodies.

• The secreta riat is responsible for propos ing programs and budgets
for review and approval by the legislative body and for implement ing 
such programs as are approved by the legislative body. Officers and 
employees of the secretar iats are internationally recruited and have

A no ties to thei r nationa l governments in the performance of the ir
duties. At December 31, 1968, the U.N. system employed 41,078 
persons.

Legislative bodies establish the policies and princip les governing 
the work of the organizations and review and approve the programs 
and budgets proposed by the secretariats. Legislative bodies perform 
no managerial functions. The U.S. Government is represented in the 
legislative bodies of all the U.N. organizations.

U .S . REPR ESE NTATI ON

U.S. representatives in the  legislative'bodies and the ir advisers are- 
drawn from U.S. Government agencies, the Congress, State  and
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municipal governments, and private organizations. For example, the 
chief delegate of the United States in the World H ealth  Organization 
legislative body has been the U.S. Surgeon General.

Procedurally, these delegates are guided in thei r deliberations and 
voting by position papers prepared within  the executive branch and 
approved by the Secretary of State who has overall responsibility for 
direct ing and coordinating the  act ivities of a ll U.S. departments  and 
agencies involved in international organiza tion affairs and for ap
pointing and instructing  U.S. representatives to the organizations.

Although funds for U.S. contributions to international  organiza- <
tions are obtained in a number of appropria tion bills—principally 
those for the Department of State  and the foreign assistance pro
gram—all contributions are required to be made by or with the 
consent of the Secretary of State. *

GENERAL  ACCOUNTIN G OF FIC E REVIEW

I would like to emphasize tha t i t is not the objective of the General 
Accounting Office to review the internal operations of the inte rna
tional organizations. Indeed, we, like other member governments, do 
not have authority to audit their activities. However, a 1967 amend
ment to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, instructed 
the Department of State  to make arrangements for an audit by the 
General Accounting Office of programs being administered by inter
national organizations which are financed solely by the United States.
Pursuan t to such an arrangement, we are currently making an audit 
of the Adlai E . Stevenson Memorial Fellowship program as adminis
tered by the U.N. Inst itute for Tra ining and Research.

Our reviews of U.S. partic ipation in interna tional  organizations 
are confined to the developmental assistance activities as opposed to 
the peacekeeping activities of the United States. Our efforts are fu r
ther  directed to determining how the Department of State and other 
executive agencies prepare U.S. representatives to the organizations to 
discharge their responsibilities relative to the level, content, and 
formulation of programs and budgets supported by U.S. contribu
tions, and the economical and efficient management of these activities.
We are also interested in  the kind of information made available as to •
the results or effectiveness of programs administered through  these 
organizations. We view executive branch responsibilities in the con
text of the U.S. membership in the multinational governing bodies of 
the organizations. A

We have made reviews to date of U.S. financial participt ion in the 
following U.N. orga nizations :

1. World Health Organization.
2. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations.
3. Internatio nal Labor Organiza tion.
4. United Nations Children’s Fund.
5. United Nations  Development Program.
Almost two-thirds of the U.S. fiscal year 1970 contribution to the 

U.N. system of organizations, about $172 million, will be contributed 
to these five organizations. We selected these organizations because 
each had unique features while at the same time collectively providing 
a majority of the economic, technical, and social assistance made avail-
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able by the U.N. system. Digests of the individual reports we have 
thus  fa r issued to the Congress are contained in appendix 2.

GEN ERA L OBSERVATIONS BASED ON GAO REVIEWS

Year after year the Department of S tate has requested the Congress 
to appropriate  increasing levels of funds to  be contributed to the U.N. 
family of organizations although it is not, and has not been, in a posi
tion to give the Congress basic assurance tha t funds contributed by 
the United States have been used in an effective and efficient manner 
and to accomplish intended objectives.

We believe that vigorous efforts are required by the executive branch 
to develop a cohesive U.S. approach and an effective working mecha
nism to  improve its administration of U.S. financial partic ipation in 
United Nations agencies. In large measure, improvements in U.S. ad
minist ration  involve the initia tion and /or support of needed improve
ments in the United Nations system itself. The full support of other  
member governments will be required to attain  the improvements 
needed. We believe that improvements are needed in the following 
specific areas:

I will discuss each of these separately.
Firs t,, the exe cut ive  branch  o rga nizatio n, on the  U.S . side.—Within  

the Department o f Sta te, pr imary responsibility for planning, form u
lating, and implementing U.S. policies and coordinat ing technical po
sitions throughout the Government relative to in ternational organiza
tions, rests with the Bureau of International Organization Affairs. 
This Bureau is assisted by U.S. missions in New York, N.Y., Geneva, 
Switzerland, and several other locations.

Other U.S. departments and agencies such as the Departments of 
Agriculture, Labor, and Health, Education , and Welfare,  and the 
Agency for  In terna tiona l Development, are expected to  have substan
tial  substantive inpu t into matters affecting U.S. participat ion in in
ternational organizations. Over the years, the Department of State 
has come to rely heavily on these other departments and agencies to 
answer questions and to assist in formulating positions rela tive to  the 
programmatic aspects of internationa l organiza tion affairs. This re
liance, however, has not been accompanied by clear and firm direction 
by the Department of State.

In  most cases, there is no effective working mechanism for direct
ing and coordinating the activities of the departments and agencies. 
Thus, there are va rying  degrees of coordination and cooperation as a 
result of which the  Department  of State  often receives only minimal 
and ineffectual support.

For  example, there is a U.S. Government Interagency Committee 
for Food and Agriculture  Organiza tion Affairs. Through working 
groups, it prepares U.S. Government position papers  for use by U.S. 
representatives to the organization. At the same time, neith er this  
Committee nor the Departments of State and Agriculture , in any 
forum, have been able to develop U.S. policy objectives for its pa r
ticipation  in the organization.

On the other hand, there is no formal interagency working group 
for Internationa l Labor Organization affairs, and position papers 
prepared by the Depar tment  of State relative to budget matters, for
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example, receive only perfunctory  review by the Departments  of Labor and Commerce. In fact, the role of the Department of Commerce in Internat iona l Labor Organization affairs has been minimal.
In  our opinion, these conditions contribute to some of the problems and issues discussed below.
A second issue is policy objectives and priorities.—The executive 

branch has not established definitive policy objectives relative to U.S. participat ion in the organization, and the priorities to be pursued to reach these objectives. In  their absence, i t has been difficult if not im
possible for U.S. officials to appraise  proposals made by the organizations’ secretar iats, to measure their performance, or to arrive at opti mum levels of U.S. support.

Moreover, the organizations, for the most par t, have not had an effective system for establishing priorit ies in terms of the greatest need. Evidence of this has been reported by U.S. overseas posts and some representatives of the United Nations. The ir views are supported by a November 1969 study entitled “Study of the Capacity of 
the United Nations Development System,” made by a team of experts headed by S ir Robert Jackson of A ustralia, which concluded th at 20 percent of all U.N. development program projects are not essential to the recipient countries’ development.

In  our review, we found th at from 1965 throug h 1969, $100 million of U.N. development program assistance has been granted  to countries which, according to representatives of the Department of State or the United Nations, were either relatively developed or seemingly in a position to pay for such assistance. A schedule of the countries and the assistance received by them is contained in appendix 3.Third, Capacity of the U.N. Development Syste m.—The United 
Nations development program, which is the larges t single source of 
financing developmental assistance in the United Nations, does not execute projects itself. Rather, it allocates funds to other U.N. agen
cies to carry  out projects in thei r respective fields of specialization. 
These agencies also carry  out technical assistance projects, in varying degrees, with funds provided by their  own legislative bodies.

In recent years, with the increasing size of programs, there were 
indications tha t some of the U.N. agencies no longer had the capacity to effectively administer the ever-increasing number of Uni ted Nations 
development program projects being assigned to them for execution.

In recognition of this situation, the United  States called upon the U.N. development program in June 1966 to undertake a study to dete r
mine the capabilities of the U.N. system to program and implement 
an increased volume of projects. Such a study was undertaken  in Ju ly 1968.

The report  of the study,  dated November 1969, concluded th at the present operation is already overextended in certain critical areas and 
tha t if governments continue the ad hoc “t inkering” methods of the past, the capacity of the U.N. development system would limit the 
operation financed by UNDP to about $200 million to $250 million 
annually.1 The report said tha t even thi s amount of money is some
what more than the system can handle effectively under the present 
procedures and administrative structures.

1 A Study of the  Capac ity of the  United  Nations Development System, vol. 1, p. 18.
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Whether the recommendations contained in the study for rest ructur
ing the U.N. system are the precise ones tha t the United  States  will 
want to support  requires study by the Department  of S tate and other 
interested agencies. I t seems evident, however, tha t to assure that U.S. 
contributions are efficiently and effectively administered, the Depart
ment of State will have to support many of the s tudy’s recommended 
changes that  are aimed at correcting longstanding deficiencies in the 
U.N.’s present system.

Fourth, management systems.—Information made available to us 
> shows tha t the Uni ted Nations development system, as presently struc

tured , lacks central coordinated direction with respect to programing 
and budgeting resources, and retriev ing and disseminating the re
sults of past and present efforts as a basis for  improving future

* operations.
Many of the U.N. organizations engaged in developmental assist

ance activities, including the U.N. development program, maintain 
the ir own staffs of representatives at the country level—each dealing 
independent ly with the country ministries. Attempts, over the  years, 
to achieve effective coordination of their  activities by try ing  to 
strengthen the position of the U.N. development program’s country  
representatives, have no t been very successful. As a consequence, there 
has been a fragmentation  of efforts.

In  fact, at the  June 1966 session of the U.N. development program’s 
governing council, some of the less developed countries complained 
that the U.N. specialized agencies had not only lobbied and acted as 
pressure groups for projects but also shaped projects to thei r own 
wishes rather  than  those of the requesting governments.

Moreover, the Commission on International Development, chaired 
by Lester B. Pearson, in a 1969 report  to the President  of the World 
Bank,2 noted th a t:

Tlie proliferation of U.N. agencies has often resulted in dispersed and unre
lated efforts at  the level of the recipient countries where there is an urgent need 
for coordination. The main responsibility for this must rest with recipient 
governments, bu t their task is impossible if donors cannot ensure greate r coordi
nation among t hei r own agencies. This applies to bilate ral aid-givers as well 
as the United Nations, but the lat ter seems in parti cula r need of bette r coordi- 
nation, continuity, and concentration in priority areas. Above all, U.N. agencies

* should resist the temptat ion to “sell” lower priori ty programs in parti cula r 
sectors.

We have noted in our reviews tha t there is a need for  more effective 
coordination between U.S. bilateral assistance programs and the pro
grams of multilate ral assistance donors.

Budgetary systems.—Informat ion made available by the individual 
U.N. organizations in connection with thei r budget review processes 
lias not been in sufficient depth or  scope to permit  the legislative bodies 
of these organizations to assess the justifications for proposed pro
grams, their prior ities or the economic feasibili ty of their implementa
tion. Although a legislative body approves the budget proposed by its 
secretariat, its individual members are unable to determine with any 
degree of specificity how the proposed programs are  to be carried out, 
how they compare with the programs o f o ther organizations, or how 
they relate to the total U.N. effort. Moreover, under the present struc-

2 Par tners  in Development, Report of the  Commission on Intern ational Development, 
p. 210.
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ture  of the U.N. development system, there is no means of effectively 
assessing the overall development program.

In  this connection, a member of the U.N. Joint Inspection  Uni t con
cluded in September 1969 3 tha t it is impossible to either prepare a 
consolidated general document summarizing the budgets and programs of all U.N. organizations or to easily ascertain objectives. This 
conclusion coincides with  the conclusion d rawn by a consultant in his 
November 1969 report  to the United Nations.4 The consultant found 
tha t other than  using the same financial year not one aspect of budget 
presentation was uniform throughout the budgets of al l U.N. agencies.

Operational in formation.— Closely associated with the lack of suffi
cient information on proposed projects, is the lack of informat ion on 
thei r actual operation and results. Effective machinery has not been 
developed for retriev ing, analyzing, and disseminating information on •the organizations’ pas t and present activities which might properly be used as a basis for making decisions aimed at improving future opera
tions. Consequently, members of the legislative bodies are not in a 
position to make informed judgments  on actual implementation of programs.

5. Evaluation of TJ.N. activities.—Both the United States and the 
U.N. have recognized the need for external evaluations of the activities 
of U.N. organizations, and both have taken some specific steps to meet 
this need. Although some progress is being made in th is area, we be
lieve tha t the evaluations current ly being performed are not  sufficient 
in scope and coverage to be of much assistance to U.S. officials in mak
ing independent judgments  relative to the efficiency and effectiveness with which projects and programs are  being carried out.

Evaluations being made within the U.N. system include the annual 
external  audit of the accounts of the organizations, reviews by the U.N. 
joint inspection unit, studies by the U.N. Economic and Social Council 
and a variety of o ther U.N.-wide reviews and studies usually undertaken on an ad hoc basis.

In this connection, the question has recently been raised within the 
U.N. system as to whether the number of review and investigative 
bodies has not resulted in an uncoordinated pro lifera tion of the review 
and investigative function. In November 1969, the 24th session of the  
U.N. General Assembly adopted a resolution seeking to answer this »question. The resolution, aft er taking into account the need to 
strengthen and improve the whole machinery of the U.N. system for 
control and investigation of administ rative and financial activities 
in the interests of economy and greater efficiency, requested the Secre- tary General to prepare for the 25th session a report showing, among 
other things, the terms of reference and the costs, from 1965 through 
1969, for operating each of the bodies and organs established for the 
purpose of adminis tration and budgetary control, investigation and coordination.

8 Pr og raming and  Bu dgets  in the Un ited Na tio ns  Fa mily  of Organiz ations, M Be rtr an d member. Jo in t Inspectio n Unit.
1 Budge t Pr esen ta tio n in the Un ite d Na tio ns  System,  W. F. McCandle ss fo r the  U N Advisory  Comm ittee  on Ad min ist ra tiv e and Bu dgeta ry Que stions.
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In addition to the evaluative processes of the U.N. system there 
have also been recent at tempts by the United States to independently 
evaluate activities of the United Nations. In 1967, 1968, and 1969. 
U.S. embassies responded to requests by the Department of State for 
an evaluation of assistance rendered by the U.N. agencies in the ir 
respective countries. The nature  of the responses did not present a 
convincing case tha t U.S. officials in the field were much aware of 
U.N. programs in their respective countries or whether the projec ts 
were efficiently and effectively administered. Moreover, some of the  
posts’ replies were unresponsive and some posts did not respond at

•  all.
6. Emp loym ent of U.S. nationals by United Nations agencies.—At 

December 31, 1968, U.S. na tionals accounted for 2,757, or 6.71 percent
•  of the 41,078 persons employed by the United Nations system of or

ganizations. The percentage, as it relates to professional staff, is some
what higher—U.S. nationals  accounted for 10.5 percent.

I t is the policy of the U.S. Government to actively assist inte rna 
tional organizations to secure highly qualified American candida tes 
for employment.

Several years ago, the Presiden t, in a memorandum to the heads 
of departments and agencies, sta ted :

The capacity and efficiency of these organizations depend, in the end, upon 
the quality and the motivations of the international civil servants who admin
ister  them. These organizations—and our national interest in their  fortunes— 
deserve the  services of some of the ablest citizens of the United States. In pas t 
years we have not done enough to help these agencies secure the services of 
highly qualified men and women from private life and from government agencies.

We have not made a comprehensive study of this m atter, and there
fore are not in a position to comment generally on it. However, we 
did look into the reasons for the low employment rate of Americans 
in one of the organizations , i.e., the  Internat iona l Labor O rganiza tion.

Although there are a number of factors inhibit ing employment of 
Americans by this  organization, some cognizant U.S. officials believe 
tha t the present procedures for selection o f candidates for employ
ment do not offer equal oppor tunity for Americans and, in some cases, 
lead to prefe rential considerations for employment of nationals of 
other countries. Factors bearing  on employment ar e:

•  1. Salaries offered by the organization are often cited as not being 
commensurate with  salaries tha t can be earned domestically.

2. In  the opinion of Department of Labor officials, good candidates 
are often lost because the organization’s Geneva personnel office has 
not acted on applications until  after the candidate has h ad to accept 
employment elsewhere.

3. The inability of U.S. applicants to speak a foreign language  is 
said by the organization to  seriously limit the number of countries to 
which Americans may be assigned. It  is alleged by the organization 
tha t this is a serious problem with regard to the French  language and 
it also exists with regard to Spanish  though to a lesser extent.

4. The organizat ion claims that recipient countries are more re luc
tan t to accept assistance of U.S. nationals  serving on multilat eral pro 
grams than they are in connection with bila teral programs.

5. Interviews of prospective U.S. applicants are considered as an 
other problem. Europ ean candidates receive expense paid  trip s to



Geneva fo r pe rso na l inte rvie ws.  However , because of  the expense  in volved, Am eri can cand ida tes  are  no t normally giv en an expense  pa id interv iew  in Geneva.  Since personal  interv iew s b ear hea vily on the selection  of  cand ida tes , Am erican  cand ida tes  may no t be afforded the same in iti al  cons ide rat ion  as is given  Eu rope an  can didates.
Be ginn ing la st  ye ar  fo r the fir st tim e, the organiz ati on  sent  a re cru itm en t officer to  the  Uni ted St ates  to interv iew  U.S. appli can ts.  None of th e indiv idu als  int erv iew ed  ha d been ap po int ed  as of a few weeks ago.
6. Ano th er  problem is th e fa ct  th at the  or ganiz ati on , when  reje cting  

a ca nd ida te,  avo ids  fu rn ishing  com men ts about th e reasons fo r not employin g' t he  ca ndida te. Th is  lack of  in form ation  leaves  U.S . officials in  a qu an da ry  as to why the  ap pl ic an t was no t accepted fo r employment.
In  o rder  to assure  th at  U .S.  expert ise  and  manageri al ta le nt  is made available to  ass ist in the economic an d social  dev elopment  of  less developed countrie s, we believe th at  the executive bran ch  sho uld  in ten si fy  its  effort s to  secure a co nti nu ing  and increased nu mb er of  hig h- ca liber U. S.  na tio na ls as cand ida tes  fo r key pos itio ns in th e Un ite d Na tio ns  agen cies—both in  he ad qu ar ters  and in  field  opera tions.7. Vo tin g ar rang em en t in the  U.N. sy ste m:
The “one nat ion -on e vot e” con cep t has a conside rab le be ar ing on th e ab ili ty  of  the Un ite d State s as well as othe r major  co nt rib ut ing cou ntr ies  t o br ing abo ut cha nge s in  the Uni ted Nations.  Th e inc rea sing ab ili ty  of the  less developed countr ies  to overrule  th e des ires  of the major  contrib utor s is being br ou gh t more sh arply in to  focus as new and sma lle r sta tes  gai n U ni ted N ati on s membersh ip.
Dur in g consider ations rel ati ve  to  th e est ablishm ent of  th e Un ited Na tions in 1944, the Uni ted State s pro posed  t hat in  m ak ing decisions wi th respec t t o the budgets  o f t he  U ni ted Na tions  or  a ny  fu tu re  U .N. agen cy, each  mem ber sta te sho uld  have vo tin g powe r in  pr op or tio n to i ts f inanci al contr ibu tion. Th is p roposal  d id no t fin d i ts way  into  the U.N . Cha rter  or the ch ar te r of  th e othe r U.N . agenc ies.
On th e othe r h an d,  m ost U.N . agencie s h ave  adop ted  t he  U .N. scale of  asse ssments  fo r th ei r op erat ing budgets  or  some modif ica tion  of it. In  1968, 57 members o f th e U .N.  ea ch were  assessed the  minimu m on the U.N. assessment scale, or  0.04 per cent  of  the to ta l budget.  Y et,  each of  these countries is accorded the  same vo tin g str en gth as the Un ite d State s wh ich  was  assessed 31.57 percen t.
The le ss d eveloped countr ies  th ro ug h th ei r mem bers hip  on the  le gis lat ive  bodies  of  various U .N. org an iza tio ns  have  in the pa st  been able to  ove rride  th e desires of  th e Uni ted State s and oth er majo r co nt rib uto rs  bo th as to  t he  na ture  an d level of program s to  be ca rri ed  out.
For exa mple, the  vo tin g st re ng th  of  the  less deve loped cou ntr ies  led  to th e establ ishment of  the U.N . Ca pi tal  Developm ent  Fu nd  in Decemb er 1966, over the opposit ion  of the  Uni ted State s an d oth er major  contr ibu tor s. Also,  t he  U ni ted State s opposed  es tab lishm ent of the U.N.  In du st rial  Devel opment Or ganiz ati on  in 1967. How eve r, when it  became eviden t th at the less deve loped cou ntr ies  wou ld ove rrid e a ny  ob jec tion  to the e sta bli shme nt of  the org aniza tio n, the Un ite d State s d id  no t vote  again st i t.
A t th e 1968 W or ld  Hea lth  Or ga niz ati on  leg islative  bod y meeting, the U ni ted States  to ge ther  w ith  28 othe r governments, pro posed  thre e constituti onal amend ments  aim ed at im prov ing the bu dg etary and
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fiscal practices of the organization. The proposed amendments called 
for (1) biennial sessions of the World Health Assembly rather than 
the current annual  sessions, (2) biennial budgets which would pe rmit 
a more critical review of proposed budgets, and (3) conversion of the 
organization’s Executive Board into a board of instructed government 
representatives instead of individuals acting  in a personal capacity. 
When objection to the amendments developed to the point where the ir 
passage by a two-thirds vote appeared unlikely to the State Depart
ment, the amendments were withdrawn.

SUMMARY

We recognize tha t U.S. efforts toward improved management of 
activities of internationa l organizations, of which the United States 
is a member, mus t be undertaken and assessed with in the framework 
of the internationa l character of the organiza tion and that  member
ship presumes a willingness on the pa rt  of member nations to rely 
on the management of the organization. We also recognize th at con
straints on actions tha t can be taken unilate rally are an inherent p art  
of such membership no ma tter how constructive the proposed actions 
might  be. Notwithstanding these constraint s, we believe tha t there 
are opportuni ties for improvement in the management of U.S. finan
cial participation  in the family of U.N. organizations so as to improve 
the effectiveness of these organizations in contributing  to the objec
tives of the United Nations. We have made a number  of recommenda
tions in our reports  to achieve this end. In brief, we recommend th at 
the Secretary of State, in concert with other U.S. departments and 
agencies, take the following specific acti ons:

Develop and promulgate policy objectives and prior ities rela
tive to U.S. support of United Nations organizations;

Emphasize to the organizations tha t futu re U.S. contributions 
will have to be justified by a demonstration  tha t assistance p roj 
ects are responsive to the prio rity  needs of the less developed 
countries and can be carried  out in an efficient, effective, and 
timely manner;

Inst ruct  U.S. diplomatic  missions to enlist the support of other 
governments in expediting the needed management improvements 
in the United Nations  development system;

Improve the effectiveness of U.S. appraisals of proposed and continuing projec ts;
Encourage the establishment of a single United  Nations-wide 

review body of appropriate size and competence to meet the need 
for effective independent evaluation of United Nations programs 
and activities. Until an effective internationally  constituted means 
of evaluation is developed, the Secretary of S tate should arrange  
to improve the quality  of U.S. evaluations by its overseas posts*

Intensify efforts to increase employment of U.S. nationals  bv the organizations. J

In some cases, the needed improvements envisioned bv our recom 
mendations will require action by the legislative bodies' of the  orga 
nizations where the mat ter of voting becomes an issue The voting 
arrangements of the U.N. have been discussed in depth bv previous 
witnesses before this subcommittee and I do not believe T can add anything  further to their comments.

41 -9 72—70------ 21
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In all cases, implementation of our recommendations will require 
an effective, coordinated working mechanism—which does not now 
exist—within the executive branch.  In  Jan uar y of thi s year, the White 
House called on the Secretary  of State to take the necessary measures 
to make U.S. participation in interna tional organizations as effective 
as possible. Tne President  asked other departments and agencies to 
help the Secretary of State in this effort. Fo ur years ago, the White 
House made the same appeal.

The conditions discussed above have existed for the last 4 years, 
and longer. Unless vigorous remedial actions are taken, it is likely 
that these conditions will continue with the result that  the United 
Nations will be less effective than it otherwise should or could be in 
the years to come.

This  completes the formal statement , Mr. Chairman.
We have referred to the three appendixes a ttached to our report, but 

I  need to do nothing more than to call attention to those, unless you 
have some questions about them.

(The appendixes referred to follow:)

APPENDIX 1

U.S. Participation in International Financial Institutions

The United States provides developmental assistance through a number of 
international financial institutions. This assistance takes the form of contri
butions to the capital of the institut ions. U.S. capital subscriptions and the 
amounts paid in as of December 31, 1968, were as  fo llows :

[In mil lions of dollars)

Capital subscrip tions Subscrip tions paid in

Total
United
States Total

United
States

Internationa l Bank fo r Reconstruction and Development. $22,992 $6,350 $2,299 $635
Internatio nal Development Association ................................ 1,921 632 1,853 632
Inte rnational Finance C orpora tio n. .. ................................. 102 35 102 35
Inte rnational Monetary Fund....... ................. . ..................... 21,198 5,160 20,433 5,160
Inter-Amer ican  Development Ba nk 1.................................... 4,179 2,468 2, 303 1,650
Asian Development Bank....................................................... 970 200 290 62

To ta l.......................................... - ................................. 51,362 14,845 27,280 8,172

> In add ition , the Inter -American Development Bank administers the $525,000,000 Social Progress Trust Fund which 
was contr ibuted by the  United States.

Except for the International Monetary Fund, these institu tions  make loans 
for economic assistance purposes. To supplement resources made available 
through capital  contributions, the institu tions have authority  to borrow funds. 
For example, as of December 30, 1968, the outstanding funded debt of the Int er
national Bank for Reconstruction and Development was $3.3 billion. Unpaid 
capi tal subscriptions are available as a guarantee for the Bank’s borrowings.

The aggregate principal amounts of loans made by these institu tions as of 
December 31, 1969, w ere :

Mill io ns
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development____________$13,115
International Development Association__________________________  2, 292
International Finance Corporation_____________________________  355
Inter-American Development Bank--------------------------------------------- 3, 372
Asian Development B ank1-------------------------------------------------------  140

Total ________________________________________________  19,274
> As of Sept. 30, 1969.
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APPENDIX 2
Comptroller General's Report to the Congress : Management Improvements Needed in U.S. Financial Participation in the United Nations Development Program

DIGEST (DEPARTMENT OF STATE B - l 68767)
Why the revieic was made

The United Nations Development Program was established to assist technical, economic, and social development in less developed countries with funds contributed voluntarily by member governments, one of which is the United States. The Program currently provides financing for projects in 140 countries and territories.
This is one of a series of reviews by the General Accounting Office (GAO) examining into responsibilities of the Departm ent of State in connection with U.S. Government financial participation in international organizations.These responsibilities, as they relate to the United Nations Development Program, ar e to be viewed in the context of the U.S. membership in the multinational body governing tha t Program.The United States  has been a continuing member of this body which reviews and approves the financing of projects requested by governments upon recommendation by the Program’s administrative  officials, or secretar iat.Findings and conclusions
The United States has contr ibuted more than $550 million to the United Nations Development Program and its predecessors during the past 10 years. The Pres ident requested an appropriation of $100 million for the 1970 contribution. The State  Department has attempted to establish U.S. contributions at increasing levels—within a statu tory  limitation of 40 percent of the total contributed by member governments—with the view of encouraging other United Nations members to do likewise.
Year after  year the State Department has requested the Congress to appropriate  increasing funds to be contributed to the Program despite the fact  tha t it is not, and has not been, in a position to give the Congress basic assurance tha t such funds have been used satisfactori ly to accomplish intended objectives. Vigorous efforts must be made by the  State  Department to improve its administrat ion of U.S. financial partic ipation  in the Program. (See p. 17.)Action is needed in the following are as :1. The State Department has not developed and promulgated U.S. policy objectives and priori ties relat ive to U.S. support of the Program. Moreover, the Department has not prevailed successfully upon the Program’s secretar iat to provide assis tance to only the less developed countries  and to the priority needs of countries.
Consequently, from 1965 through 1969, $100 million of assistance was granted  to countries which were either relatively  developed or seemingly in a position to pay for such assistance. Also, projects were often reported to be of low pr iority  and widely scattered, which dissipated the impact tha t could be gained from an intensification of efforts in more concentrated areas.  (See pp. 20 and 23.)2. For some time, there  has been considerable evidence th at some of the United Nations agencies no longer have the capacity to adminis ter effectively the ever- increasing number of United Nations Development Program projects assigned to them. A study, undertaken by the Program’s secretar iat at  the initia tive of the United Sta tes and completed in November 1969, reported two broad conclusions :First, the capacity of the United Nations system to handle development projects is overextended andSecond, unless subs tantial reforms (recommended in the study) are undertaken, the capacity of the system to effectively absorb projects will be limited to a level of about $200 million to $250 million annually.Even this  amount, according to the study, is more than the system can handle effectively a t present. The Program has received firm pledges and estimates for members’ contributions for 1970 totaling  $238 million. (See pp. 26 to 29.)3. The State Department has not obtained sufficiently descriptive information nor established machinery to make useful appraisals of proposed projects or to provide adequate assurance that approved projects are effectively carried out. (See pp. 30 to 38.)4. Both the United States and the United Nations have recognized the need for detached evaluations of the activities of United Nations-affiliated organiza-



tions. Both have t aken some specific steps to meet this need. Although some prog
ress is being made, GAO believes tha t the current evaluations are not sufficient 
to be of much assis tance in ascerta ining what the actual accomplishments of the 
United Nations Development Program have been or in making independent judg
ments rela tive to th e efficiency and effectiveness with which its projects are being 
carried out. ( See pp. 39 to 51.)

Recommendations or suggestions
The Secre tary of Stat e should—

Develop and promulgate policy objectives and prioritie s relative to U.S. 
support  of the United Nations Development Program on a basis consistent 
with the Program’s purpose of providing assistance to the priority needs of 
less developed countries (see p. 2 5) ;

Emphasize tha t future U.S. contributions will have to be justified by a 
demonstration that  projects are responsive to the priority  needs of the less 
developed countries and can be carried out efficiently, effectively, and timely 
(see p. 2 5) ;

Inst ruc t U.S. diplomatic missions to enlist the support of other govern
ments in expediting the needed improvements in the United Nations develop
ment system ( see p. 29 ) ;

Improve the effectiveness of U.S. appraisals of proposed and continuing 
projects (see pp. 37 and 38) ; and

Encourage the es tablishment of a single United Nations-wide review body 
of appropriate size and competence to meet the need for effective, inde
pendent evaluations of United Nations activities. Until an effective inter
nationally constituted means of evaluation is developed, the Secretary of 
State  should arrange to improve the quality of U.S. evaluations  by its over
seas posts (see pp. 50 and 51 ).

Agency actions and unresolved issues
The State Department said tha t implementation of many of GAO’s recom

mendations exceeded the Department’s capacity in terms of available staffing. 
It  said tha t, within these limitations, it had reviewed the accomplishments of 
the United Nations Development Program  as best it could and had attempted to 
monitor Program operations to gain the necessary assurances tha t funds con
tributed  were used effectively. (See pp. 55, 56 and 65.)

The Department agreed tha t the United States should have policy objectives 
and priorit ies underlying its support of the United Nations Development Pro
gram and stated tha t it had been striving since 1961 for the establishment of a 
centralized voluntary fund in the United Nations to provide technical assistance. 
(See p. 57 ). The Department state d also tha t it intended to give careful atten
tion to the capacity study so th at those portions of i t which would serve to fur
ther U.S. long-term goals might be quickly implemented. (See p. 60.)

The Department said tha t the success of the United Nations Development 
Program may be measured by the continuing increase of requests for assistance 
from the recipient countries and th at  these countries are not likely to use thei r 
own resources to support projects if the projects are not successful. The De
partment also said tha t developed countries are not likely to increase thei r con
tributions unless they are satisfied with the Program’s operations. (See p. 56.) 
In GAO’s opinion, the State  Department is not in a position to make firm assess
ments relative to the Program’s performance.

Matters  for consideration by the Congress
The House Committee on Appropriations, in reporting the Foreign Assistance 

and related  programs bill for fiscal year 1970, expressed the view that  the 
proposed contribution to the United Nations Development Program of $100 
million was excessive in view of the Report by the Commission on International 
Development which said tha t the Program ’s operating capacity seemed strained 
to the limit. The fiscal year 1970 appropriation for voluntary contributions to 
intern ational organizations was less than the Department  requested, and the 
Department applied $14 million of the reduction against  contributions to the 
United Nations Development Program. Thus the 1970 contribution to the Pro
gram is now estimated at $86 million.

GAO’s observations provide additional information for use by the Congress 
in its deliberations on futur e requests for contributions to the Program.
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U.S. F in an cial  P ar tic ipa tio n in  th e F ood and  Agric ulture  Organization 
of th e  Unit ed  Nat ions

DIGEST DEPARTMENTS OF STATE AND AGRICULTURE B - l 67598

W hy  the  re vie w wa s made
Th e Food and Agr icul tu re  Organiz ation  of th e Un ited Na tio ns  (FA O) fo ste rs  

in te rn at io na l coopera tion in the fields  of nu tr iti on , food, and ag ric ul ture . It s 
prog rams  ar e financ ed with  fu nd s contrib ute d di rectl y by it s mem ber na tio ns  
an d with  fund s all ocate d to it  by the  United  Nat ions  (U .N .).  FAO also, jo in tly  
with  the  U.N., ad min ist er s t he  W orld  Food Prog ram (W FP).

|  U.S. co nt rib uti on s am ou nt  to abou t 40 pe rcen t of al l contrib uti on s to the
pro gra ms . U.S. cont rib ut ions  pled ged  to prog rams  sole ly or  jo in tly  ad minist ered  
by FAO for  th e 3 ye ar s 1966 throug h 1968 am ounte d to $219 million, inc lud ing  
$92 million in c ommoditi es fo r th e W FP.

Th e Gen eral Accou ntin g Office (GAO) un de rto ok  th is  review  as par t of it s
*  conti nu ing  efforts to exam ine  in to the De pa rtm en t of S ta te ’s respon sib ili tie s fo r 

di recti ng  and co ordin ati ng  U.S. Government  fin anc ial  pa rti cipa tio n in in te rn a
tio na l org aniza tio ns . These  res ponsibi lit ies  ar e to be viewed in the  co ntex t of 
th e U.S. me mbership  in the 117-member FAO governing body.
Find ing s and  conclus ions

Th e Dep artm en ts of St at e an d Ag ric ult ure hav e no t ob tai ned the inform ati on  
no r developed  the procedure s needed  to ma ke ad eq ua te  analy ses of FAO 
act ivi tie s.

Th e U.S. Government  ha s no firm basis  fo r ma kin g inf orm ed jud gm ents,  ex
cept in very  bro ad terms , as to ju st  wha t FAO is doin g or pla ns  to do wi th 
the contr ibuti on s i t ha s received.  (Se e pp. 17 to 38.)

Although  some at tem pt s ha ve  been  made rec ently  to ev alua te  FAO’s pe rfo rm 
ance , th e evalua tio ns  ha ve  no t pro vid ed a basis  fo r ass ess ing  the  man ne r in 
which  FAO ’s prog rams  ar e ca rr ie d out . At th e sam e time , there is a gr ea t dea l 
of evid ence th at  FAO’s organiz ati on , str uc tu re , and  opera tin g me thods ar e no t 
geared  to the  scope and ch ar ac te r of the program s being ca rr ied ou t by FAO and 
th a t th is  ha s hamp ere d effective and efficien t ad m in ist ra tio n of the  pro gra ms . 
The St ate Dep ar tm en t hopes th a t a rec en t reorga niza tio n of FAO wil l hel p to 
al levi ate th is prob lem. ( See pp.  40 t o 49.)

Sup erim pos ed an d pe rhap s overs hadowing  the se more imme dia te pro blems is 
th e fa ct  th a t the  St at e and Agr icul tu re  Departm en ts,  af te r sev era l unsuc ces sfu l 
att em pts, hav e no t developed U.S. long-rang e policy obj ect ive s and  pro gra m 
pr io ri tie s to guide pr es en t and fu tu re  p ar tic ip at io n in FAO, al tho ug h thi s is th ei r 
res ponsibi lity . It  is ther efor e difficult, if  not  impossible,  to de ter mi ne  the  ex tent  
to wh ich  FAO ac tiv iti es  ar e co ns ist en t with  U.S. in te rests . (Se e pp. 12 to  16.) 
Recomm endations or sug ges tions

The De pa rtm en t of St ate w ith  the as sis tanc e of the  De pa rtm en t of Agricu ltu re
•  sh ou ld : (1)  Ob tain th e in fo rm at ion an d develop the pro cedures  nec essar y fo r 

ma kin g adequate an alys es  of FAO  an d W FP  ac tiv iti es . (Se e pp. 38 and  56.) (2) 
Eva lu ate FAO prog ram pe rfo rm an ce  un til  th e me ans  fo r in te rn at io na lly  co ns ti
tu te d evalu ati on s ar e deve loped. (Se e p. 49.) Es tabl ish  lon g-rang e policy objec
tiv es  and pro gra m pr io ri tie s re la tiv e to U.S. supp or t of FAO. (See p. 14.) 
Agenc y act ions and unres olv ed is sues

Th e St ate Dep ar tm en t agree d th at GAO's rec om me ndations sho uld  be imple 
men ted.  Both St ate and Agr icul tu re  sta ted , how ever , th at the  recom me ndation 
fo r the es tab lishm en t of long-range policy object ive s fo r FAO sho uld  no t be 
imp lem ented at  th is  time.

They adv ised th a t it  wou ld be a mist ake to un de rtak e such a stu dy  in the ab 
sence of a U.S. policy on the  quest ion  of whe ther  or not  the Un ited St ates  plan s 
to expand  mul til at er al  vs. bi la te ra l aid  and  bec aus e of the  lac k of kno wle dge  as 
to the pla nned fu tu re  leve l of supp or t of FAO by othe r major  donors . (Se e pp. 
14 to 16.)
Matters  for  consideratio n by the  Congress

Th e Departm en ts of St ate and Ag ric ul tu re  mus t ta ke  the  in iti at iv e in fo rm u
la tin g long -ran ge poli cy obj ect ive s and  po stu la tin g an  ap pr op ria te  leve l of U.S. 
supp or t fo r FAO.
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Fo r these  Depar tme nts to defe r on this matt er  is to rais e a question  as to 
whe ther  they are  disc harg ing the ir responsibi lity for  ensuring th at  the int ere sts  
of the  United  Sta tes are  met in connection with  U.S. par ticipat ion  in FAO.

The Congress may therefor e wish to question these  Dep artm ents  w ith the view 
of exp lorin g w hat  th e futur e role of the Unite d Sta tes  should  be in FAO.

U.S . F ina ncial  P articipation in  th e United Nations  Children’s F und

DIGEST (DEPARTMENT OF STATE B - l 66780)

Why th e rev iew was made
The General Accounting Office (GAO ) undertook  this review to determ ine how 

well the Dep artm ent of State has car ried out its responsib ilitie s concerning (1 ) 1
the makeup of the projects and prog ram s of the United  Nati ons Child ren’s Fun d
(U NIC EF ), and (2 ) the  man ner in which the project s were car ried  out. These 
resp onsibilit ies are  to be viewed in the context of the  U.S. membership in the 
mu ltin atio nal  UNICEF Exec utive  Board which inhe rent ly places some con- astr ai nt s on actions  tha t can be ta ken  un ila terally no ma tte r how constructive the 
proposed  ac tions might  be.

Cur rent ly, UNICEF is prov iding  assi stan ce to 119 countries.  United Sta tes  
cumulati ve cash cont ribut ions to UNICEF amo unt to $260 million, or about 40 
percent of the  tota l contributed by all governm ents. The Unite d States also has  
donated about $100 million in agric ult ural commodities for  dist ribu tion  by 
UNICEF.

Find ings  and conclusions
UNICE F’s p rima ry functi on is to ass ist  governments in underdeveloped are as  

of the  world in estab lishing long-r ange health, educa tion, and  welfare programs  
for children and mothers. UNICE F pro ject s are  form ulat ed by the UNICEF Sec
re ta ria t and approved by the  UNICE F Execu tive Board,  of which the United  
States is a member.

GAO found tha t proce dures  employed by U.S. officials for analy zing proposed 
UNIC EF proje cts had  to be aband oned  in 1968 because  UNICEF, over the objec
tions of the Dep artm ent of Sta te, discon tinued  the previous arra nge men ts for 
provid ing the  United  Sta tes  with the information on which the analy ses were 
made. Proposed alt ern ati ve  arrang ements which would allow U.S. officials to 
make f utu re analy ses are unc erta in. ( See pp. 9 to 12. )

Although a body o f knowledge reg arding the  general content and direct ion of 
UNIC EF programs could be acquired from an analysi s of docum entatio n made 
avai lable  by UNICEF, it was not sufficient to perm it relia ble assessments  of 
actu al p rojects. ( See pp. 13 to  14.)

The Unite d Sta tes and  the  United Natio ns recognized the  need for, and have  
recen tly init iate d, some independ ent evaluat ions of UNI CEF  projects . GAO 
believes, however, th at  the  cu rre nt eval uati ons are  insufficient in scope and 
coverage for  officials to make informed independent judg men ts rela tive to the 
efficiency and effectiveness of UNI CEF  oper ation s or to provide  a basis for 
encouraging  action by UNICEF to resolve indic ated  problems. (See pp. 13 to 20 .) *

Recommendations or sugges tions
The D epar tmen t of State  by ap pro pri ate  mean s shou ld :

Obtain necessary  info rma tion  on and make analyses  of proposed UNIC EF
projects so t ha t it  can make more inform ed judg men ts rela tive  to contin ued 
supp ort of UNICEF ac tivi ties . ( See p. 11. )

Elic it from UNI CEF  more  complete and mean ingfu l operation  data. ( See 
P. 14.)

Work out an arr ang em ent  whereby U.S. ove rseas  posts will make select ive 
periodic  evaluati ons of UN ICE F projects unt il means  for inte rnation ally  
constitute d eva luat ions are  developed. (See p. 20 .)

Agency actions and  unresolve d issues
The Departm ent of Sta te advis ed GAO th at  it is arr angin g with the  UNICEF 

Secre tar iat  to pro vide more complete op erati onal  dat a. ( See p. 1 4.) The inten tions 
are  still  in an obscure  stage, leaving the  decisions as to the nat ure , scope, and  
form of inform ation  to be fur nis hed up to UNIC EF. GAO believes th at  the  
Dep artm ent should be assu red th at  the  information to be furn ished is adeq uate  
for  it  to make assess ments on the  implementation of UNI CEF  projec ts.
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The Department also advised tha t it had performed evaluations in connection 
with its annua l reviews of proposed projects. (See p. 19.) Since UNICEF in 1968 
discontinued furnishing the information from which these reviews were being 
made, opportunity for evaluation is now dependent on the U.S. making future  
arrangements with UNICEF. GAO found littl e indication of actual observation 
of continuing UNICEF projects by U.S. personnel; such observation being an 
essential element of evaluation. (See p. 19.)
Matters for consideration by the Congress

The Congress may wish to review with the Department of S tate the problems 
and issues dealt with in th is report since they are essentially the same as those 
noted in GAO’s reviews of United States  financial partic ipation  in the World 
Health  Organization (B-164031(2), January 9, 1969) and in the Organization 
of American States (B-165850, April 9, 1969—classified Confidential).

U.S. Participation in the World Health Organization

DIGEST (DEPARTMENTS OF STATE AND OF HEALT H, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
B—1 6 4 0 3 1 (2 )  )

Why the review was made
U.S. gran ts to international organizations, which currently amount to over $300 million annually, are increasing. Grants to one such organization—the 

World Health Organization (WHO)—have doubled in the last  5 years. During 
tha t period, U.S. g rants  for WHO programs amounted to over $100 million. The grants are made on the  basis of assessments associated with membership in the organization and on a voluntary basis.

Currently, WHO has 126 member nations  which make up the World Health 
Assembly—the governing body. Even though U.S. grants amount to 36 percent 
of all members’ grants, the United States, like each member, has but one vote 
in the Assembly which is charged with the responsibility to review and approve 
the annual budgets and programs which are  formulated by the  WHO Secretariat.

The General Accounting Office (GAO) undertook th is review in order to deter
mine how well the United States was able to exert a beneficial influence over 
(1) the makeup of the programs and budgets of WHO, and (2) the manner in 
which the programs were carried out. GAO did not make an evaluation of the 
relative success or failu re of WHO programs or projects.
Findings and conclusions

GAO found tha t executive agencies have not obtained the specific analytica l 
information relat ive to proposed and continuing WHO projects and programs 
needed to identify programs whose justification may be questionable or which 
could be accomplished with grea ter economy and efficiency. (See pp. 13 to 17.) 
Budget and operational data  furnished to members by the WHO Secre tariat has 
been too sketchy and incomplete to make firm assessments regarding implementa
tion of WHO projects and programs. (See pp. 26 to 33.)

The United States has no systematic procedure for evaluating WHO projects 
and programs. Those at tempts  which have been made by the United States and 
by United Nations agencies have fallen fa r short of what is required by United 
States officials to make independent judgments  relative to the efficiency and effectiveness of WHO operations. (See pp. 34 to 41.)

In 3 of the las t 4 years, the United States  voted against adoption of the pro
posed budgets on the  basis tha t they were h igher than the United States consid
ered appropria te. The proposed budgets were adopted, however, on the votes of 
other members, and the United States thus  contributed to budgets grea ter than  it wished to support. (See pp. 14 to 15.)

Although U.S. interests appear  to have been reflected in certain  WHO pro
grams—notably malar ia and smallpox eradica tion—GAO has found it difficult 
to determine to what extent U.S. objectives have been met over the  years because 
the executive branch has not decided on the relative  order of magnitude which it believes appropriate for the various WHO programs. (See pp. 18 to 25.) 
Recommendations or suggestions

GAO recommends tha t the Departments of State and of Health, Education, 
and Welfare take actions directed towards obtaining the pertinent factual data  
necessary to make sufficient analyses of WHO programs and budgets in order 
to exert meaningful influence on the programs and budgets. (See p. 17.)



324

Agency actions
The Departments of State and of Health, Education, and Welfare agreed in 

principle with most of the recommendations. The Department of State  pointed 
to actions being taken on a United Nations-wide basis to seek improvements in 
fiscal and admin istrat ive practices of interna tional organizations. The agencies, 
however, did not indicate any intention to actually implement the recommenda
tions. (See pp. 16, 23,32, and 40.)
Issues -for -further consideration

Although the agencies have indicated a willingness to work for  improvements 
in the fiscal and adminis trative practices of international organizations, GAO 
continues in its belief tha t more aggressive action is needed by the agencies in 
order to solve the  specific and basic problems discussed in this report. 
Legislative  proposals

None.

APP EN DI X 3

UNDP ASSISTAN CE  TO COUNTRIES CONSIDERED AB LE  BY DEPAR TMENT OF STATE, AID , OR UNITE D NA TIO NS  
OF FICIALS TO PAY FOR ASSIS TANC E

AN NU AL  TO TA LS

[In  m ill ions ]

Co un try 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969
5-year

tot al

Eas tern  Europ e:
Bulga ria ........ ...................................................................... $1 .56 $0 .13 $1 .77 $1 .89 $5. 35
Czechoslo vakia .................................. ............................. 1.2 4 . . 1.2 4
Hu ng ary............................................... ............................. 1.5 6 .0 9 .4 3 2.08
P o la n d _____ __________ _____________________ $1 .50 1.0 9 1.36 1.09 .2 0 5. 24
Roma nia ____________________________________ 1.25 . 10 2.02 2.46 .2 0 6.03
Yugos lav ia___________________________________ 1.88 1.47 1.49 .9 3 1.31 7.08

S u b to ta l. ..................... ............................................... 4.63 4.22 7.8 0 6 .3 4 4.0 3 27 .02

Othe r mo re deve loped  co un tr ies:
Japa n. ________ _________________________ ______ .6 7 . . .6 7
Is ra el______ ______ __________________________ .7 4 .9 8 .2 5 .1 9 .4 9 2 .6 5
Kuw ai t___  _______________ __________________ .97 .06 .0 7 .63 .0 5 1.7 8
Sau di A ra bia ________________________________ .8 4 2.3 3 1.28 .19 2.7 5 7.39
S p a in . .. ____ _____ _______ ___________________ .7 3 1.32  . . 1.4 6 3. 50
Greece_____ _____________ ___________________ .97 1.19 1.24 1.51 2.16 7.07
I r a n ___ __________ _________________________ 3.97 6 .7 0 3.35 3.76 2.7 1 20. 49
Ch ina .................... ....................... ................... .......... .. 3.17 1.81 1.37 .7 4 1.10 8.1 9

Sub to ta ls_______ _______ ___________________ 11 .39 14. 38 7.56 7. 69 10.72 51 .74
Assis tance to re la tiv el y developed  na tions on behal f

of  th e ir  te rr ito ria l possess ions (in cludes  Un ited
Sta tes , Un ited Kin gdom , France,  Aus tral ia , and
Net he rla nds )________ _____ ___________ _________ 1.19 7.65 2.7 1 2.8 3 6.8 3 21.21

Grand to ta l............................................................. .. 17.21 26 .25 18.07 16.86 21 .58 99.9 7

Mr. F ascell. Thank you, Mr. Staats. I appreciate the thorough
ness and the scope of this testimony and the recommendations which 
you made. I would dare say the re is enough work there for everybody. 
I  want to add to the conclusion of your s tatement tha t not only those 
things occur which you recite but  we would also get less for our 
;money, from the U.S. point  of view, and I guess th at is where you 
started . So we have come full circle.

Mr. Staats. Tha t is right.
Mr. F ascell. I detect a little conflict here in your testimony, be

cause you are saying that State now has the overall responsibility 
for directing and coordinat ing the activities of all U.S. departments 
and agencies involved in internationa l organization affairs and for 
appointing and instruc ting the U.S. representatives, and then you
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say on pages 7 and 19 tha t there isn’t any effective working mecha
nism to do that.

What do we have to do ? I think  tha t is where we are talk ing about 
clear and firm direction. How is tha t going to be established? What 
do you suggest ?

Mr. Staats. We don’t think  there  is any doubt tha t the Secretary of 
State has this responsibility. W hat we are saying here, Air. Chairman, 
is th at we do not believe t hat  there has  been effective machinery, and 
effective mechanisms set up by which the State Department can? on 
the one side, exercise the necessary policy direction over the various 
agencies who have pa rt in these programs, nor do we have adequate 
machinery by which to assure tha t we are going to actually reach a 
position before the U.S. Delegate goes into negotiations.

Mr. F ascell. In  othe r words, what you are saying, is tha t what has 
happened during the years is t ha t State has let Agricul ture, Labor, 
and Commerce, and others who may be involved in international orga
nizations, go ahead.

Mr. Staats. There has  been a proli ferat ion of centers—I don’t like 
to use the word “centers” of power, but I  think  tha t is what it  comes 
down to.

Mr. Fascell. Diffused their  author ity without delegating  it ?
Air. Staats. Tha t is correct. And the re has not also been an effective 

way of relat ing what we do through the mult ilateral organizations 
to what we do through our bilateral efforts. While the AID  is a pa rt 
of the State Department, the actual machinery by which we formulate 
programs in the AID  is quite separate and apart  from the staff and 
the machinery by which we formulate  our programs with respect to 
the U.N. bodies, and I think there is another specific point. These 
are not-----

Mr. Fascell. Yes; two different areas of coordination.
Mr. Staats. Right.
Mr. Fascell. You said tha t it is quite clear to you tha t the Secre

tary of State has the authority  in the charter . You mean under the 
statute, under the existing statute , or what ?

Mr. Staats. Well, I  don’t think we have to go back to the statute. I  
thin k i f you look at the directives tha t the State  Department has had 
over the years in this field from the President -----

Mr. F ascell. W ill you ident ify some of them so tha t we will know 
exactly where and on what you are relying ?

Mr. Staats. I  could go back, actually, to President Eisenhower, 
directives tha t President Eisenhower issued, and  President Kennedy 
issued. I  think we would need to call attention perhaps  only to two 
recent ones: March 15, 1966, Presiden t Johnson sent a memorandum 
to the heads of the departm ents and agencies; the  subject was U.S. 
part icipation in internationa l organizations and programs. I  would 
just  like to read one paragraph from tha t, in which he says:

If  we a re to be a constructive influence in helping to strengthen international 
agencies so they can meet essential new needs, we must apply to them the same 
rigorous standards of program performance and budget review tha t we do to 
our own Federal programs. Our purpose in this  under taking  must he to see 
that the future expansion of the activities of international organizations is 
governed by the tes t of feasib ility and reasonableness.
And he goes ahead and sets out several other tests.
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Now, in Jan uary of this year, in a memorandum signed by Henry 
Kissinger to the Secretary of State, he makes almost the identical kind of point. He says :

In particu lar, he [Director of the Bureau of the Budget] should work with you in seeing tha t the budgets and programs of international organizations in which we participate receive the same searching scrutiny tha t is applied to our own federal programs.
I t is virtually an identical language to th at in the President Johnson memo.
Mr. F ascell. Could we have the text  of both those president ial *directives for the record, please, or copies of them ?
Mr. Staats. Yes, we will.
(The material refer red to follows:)

T h e  W h it e  H ouse , ,»
Washington, March 15,1966.

Memorandum for the heads of departments and agencies.Subject: United States participation in international organizations and programs.
I have today sent the attached memorandum directing the Secretary of State to take certain actions which I believe are essential to effective participation by the United Sta tes in international organizations.
I expect the heads of all departments and agencies tha t contribute to the Government’s activ ities in this field to give thei r full cooperation to the Secretary of State in carrying out my instructions.
This work must receive high prior ity and the personal attention of the responsible officials in all agencies concerned if th is Nation’s in terest  in improving international organizations as instrum ents for peace and progress is to be fulfilled.

L yn do n B. J o h n so n .

T h e  W h it e  H ouse ,
Washington, March 15,1966.

Memorandum for the Secretary of State.
Subject: United States participation in international organizations and programs.

The Federal Budget for 1967 contains this statement—“. . . we intend to play an increasingly active role in reviewing the program and budgetary proposals of the various international organizations.”
The purpose of this memorandum is to set forth what I believe tha t increasingly active role should be.
No nation has been a greate r supporter of the  United Nations, its specialized agencies and other interna tional organizations than the United States. We are  today a member of some 65 such agencies. «Our continued strong support is necessary and desirable— if the world community is to live in peace;

if we are to cooperate interna tionally in extending the benefits of modem agriculture, health, and education to the less fortunate, andif interna tional problems in such fields as meteorology, telecommunica- tions, and aviation are to be given the joint attention required for their resolution.
The United States has by far  been the  largest financial contributor to the international organizations.

Since 1946, we have provided a tota l of $3.6 billion in di rect contributions.Since 1956, our annual contributions have grown from $100 million to an estimated $237 million for the next fiscal year, an overall increase of 137%.Moreover, we can expect the programs and budgets of these international agencies to expand in future years to meet the growing needs of the world community. The United States shall continue to meet its fair  share of the financial requirements of these organizations.
If we are to be a constructive influence in helping to strengthen the international agencies so they can meet essential new needs, we must apply to them the same rigorous standards of program performance and budget review that
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we do to our own Federa l programs. Our purpose in this undertaking must be to see that—

futu re expansion of the activities of the international organizations is governed by the tests  of feasibility and reasonableness;the programs of the organizations are vigorously scrutinized so tha t funds are allocated only to high priori ty projects which we are convinced are in the interests of the international community and of our own cou ntry; and each international agency operates with a maximum of effectiveness andeconomy.
To achieve this purpose, we must—

decide what we can best accomplish through multil ateral  action, as . compared to action through our own direct programs ;'* clarify the objectives of our membership in each in ternat ional agency;organize ourselves for more effective partic ipation  in each organizat ion; and
insist that  the money we spend through international agencies is in our •  national interest and in the best interest of the world community.I expect you to continue to direct and coordinate the activities of the U.S. departments and agencies involved in international organization affairs and to instruct our representatives to those organizations. I shall look to you to direct thi s Government’s work in—
reviewing and establishing our long-term policy objectives in each major interna tional organ ization;
analyzing and determining the U.S. position on programs and budgetary needs of each organization on a timely and continuing basis ; andrecommending steps to improve the effectiveness of each organization in contributing to the objectives of the world community and the  United States.I expect you to continue to direct and coordinate the activities of the U.S. departments and agencies involved in international organization affairs and to instruct our representatives to those organizations. I shall look to you to direct this Government’s work in—
reviewing and establishing our long-term policy objectives in each major international organization;
analyzing and determining the U.S. position on programs and budgetary needs of each organization on a timely and continuing basis ; andrecommending steps to improve the effectiveness of each organization in contributing to the objectives of the world community and the United States.Ambassador Goldberg has unique responsibilities in a wide range of mat ters  relating to the United Nations system. I shall continue to rely heavily on his advice and counsel.

The heads of o ther Federal  departments and agencies have significant interes t in activities  of the various international organizations. I expect them to provide you with expert assistance in  th eir specialized fields. In this work, the close cooperation of all agencies is needed to provide the essential  unity of our effort.I expect the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to work with you and other agency heads to help assure that  the positions we take on the budgets of inte rnational organization reflect a searching scrutiny of requirements and priorities for the expenditure of funds.
I am sending copies of this memorandum to all department and agency heads.

Lyndon B. Johnson.
T h e  W h it e  H ouse , 

'Washington, January 8, 1910.Memorandum for the Secretary  of State.
Subject: United States  Partic ipatio n in International Organizations and Programs.

The President believes it should be a special aim of this Administrat ion to make our participation in international organization affairs  as effective as possible. He has therefore asked me to convey to you his wish that , consistent with U.S. legislation and in coordination with the President where appropriate, you (a) direct, coordinate, and supervise all activities of the executive agencies relating to our participation in interna tional organizations, programs, and conferences;  (b) determine the composition of U.S. delegations, and (c) issue instructions to our delegates and representatives.
In this connection, he anticipates tha t you will keep under constant  review how our worldwide responsibilities can best be served through such par ticip ation, identifying priority areas  for the investment of our resources and efforts
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in international programs, formulat ing the United States  position on programs 
and budgets, conducting a continuing evaluation of each major organization’s 
program performance, and recommending measures designed to improve thei r 
effectiveness.

He also asks that you call  on appropriate executive agencies and departments 
to help you in these efforts w ith technical support and expert assistance in their  
specialized fields.

I am sending a sepa rate  memorandum to the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget conveying the President’s wish tha t he give you all the assistance pos
sible in your efforts. In particular, he should work with you in seeing tha t the 
budgets and program s of international organizations in which we partic ipate 
receive the same searching  scrutiny tha t is  applied to our own Federal programs.

Copies of this memorandum are being sent to all  department and agency heads. *
H enry A. K issinger.

Mr. Staats. And this is in pa rt what you suggested to us, going 
back 2 years ago, to make reviews of these international organizations, »
and our reviews were misunderstood to some degree, I  might  say, at
the time, by the Department of State, and I think  even today by the 
Department of Treasury, as to whether we a ren’t trying to get our
selves involved in the internal operations  of the U.N. and inte rna
tional bodies themselves. We think we have enough to do to look 
at the question of  how the United States itsel f develops its programs, 
its position, its policy, the prioritie s, w ith respect to what we say and 
do in these various bodies, and t ha t is what we are try ing  to focus on.

Mr. F ascell. Not only that, but I thin k we have an absolute r igh t 
to know whether  we have accomplished what we set out to do in those 
international organizations, regardless whether it is U.S. money. B ut 
in the pursuit of U.S. money, we cer tainly have the right to examine 
the results.

Mr. Staats. Otherwise, you arc simply going along for the sake 
of part icipating in an internationa l body, and you have to accede 
to what the votes are, without really knowing whether the money 
you spent has achieved the objectives that  even the body itself wanted 
it to achieve.

Mr. Fascell. I am sure in many cases, we are just doing tha t be
cause it is politica lly necessary, but if we have to identify it as a 
political necessity, we ought to write i t off as a political necessity.

Mr. Staats. We recognize tha t there are limits to what you can 
do in the framework of multilateral organizations, but we don’t th ink •
we are doing nearly as well as we could do.

Mr. F ascell. Tell me this. Since the responsibility  of the Secretary  
of State is so clearly defined, and he has the authority,  what is wrong?
Why can't i t get done ? Is there a lack of will ?

Air. Staats. I would like to, if I  may, suggest-----
Mr. F ascell. And this is without regard to who happened to be 

Secretary of State, because I am sure this has continued for some 
time now.

Mr. Staats. It  has continued for some time and I have observed 
this very much when I was in the Budget Bureau, the budget making  
process, where we attempted many times to get the Department of 
State to take a more active role in formulating positions on some of 
the specialized agencies. They are handicapped in par t, I think, be
cause of shortage of staff, but I am not sure tha t tha t is the main 
reason. I think it is the fact tha t it does not  have the same level of 
prior ity for the Secretary  of State as other matters do. Moreover,
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I think, to be very honest about it, there is some feeling tha t some 
of the other agencies have more power.

Mr. Fascell. You mean more political power ?
Mr. Staats. More political power than the State  Department has.
Mr. F ascell. Yes; both in the Congress and in the executive branch.
Mr, Staats. Exactly.
Now, beyond that there are some other considerations. I  would like 

for  Mr. Conahan here, or Mr. Milgate, or Mr. Stovall to comment, 
based on the studies that  we have done. Perhaps on the ILO side.

I Mr. F ascell. We would like to hear from those gentlemen. I  m ight
add that 1 am delighted to see you all again.

Mr. Staats. The FAO might be a good one.
Mr. F ascell. You have been most cooperative.

*
STATEMENT OE ERAN K C. CONAHAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR,

INTERNATIONAL DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Mr. Conahan. Following through on President  Johnson’s March 
1966 memorandum to the Secretary of State,  a working group was set 
up under the chairmanship of the  Department of A gricul ture to p re
pare a policy statement for U.S. participa tion in the Food and A gri 
culture Organization  affairs. It  never got very far,  and it went back 
and forth between the Departmen t of State and the Department of 
Agricultu re a number of times, and no one seemed to want to make 
a decision on e ither  accepting or rejecting the various draf ts of the 
pape r that were prepared; as a result of which, even as of today, 
there just simply isn’t any formal, coordinated  U.S. position, relative  
to tha t organization.

Mr. Fascell. Did you gentlemen want to comment?
Mr. Stovall?

STATEMENT OF OYE V. STOVALL, DIRECTOR, INTERNATIONAL 
DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Mr. Stovall. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add one observation on 
another facet;  that, from our look at several of the participations , and

• they do vary according to organizat ion, of course, in the relationship
between the Departmen t of State  and its mission, we think  there are 
some real practical problems there of not having a sufficiently defined 
relationship as to the role of the departm ental people, the Assistant 
Secretary  in Washington,  as opposed to  the role of the people in the 
mission. We recognize that is a very difficult problem.

Mr. Fascell. I certain ly agree with you, after having been there 
for 3 months with the U.S. mission. I  know th at the communications 
problem alone is gigantic . How they ever get anything coordinated 
is beyond me. They must just-----

Mr. Stovall. We felt tha t this condition, also, has contributed to 
the ad hoc or momentary contrivances, temporary emergencies.

Mr. F ascell. I concur with tha t without  any question.
Mr. Staats. We believe it is an opportune  time to consider this, be

cause of the issues raised in the Jackson study and in the Pearson 
study, both very simila r in that they do not feel tha t the U.N. sys-
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tern can effectively increase its aid efforts simply because of the management problems.
Take this budget issue alone. They don’t even know what it is they are spending through  the specialized agencies for the same types of programs. How can you rea lly have a budget, i f you can’t identi fy the elements in each of these specialized agencies’ programs tha t re late to the same objective?
Mr. F ascell. I  think tha t is quite obvious. I  agree with you. And yet it seems to me in order for  the United States to arrive at a posture  so th at  it can sta rt to take positions in the U.N. to bring about the needed reforms, we are going to have to first reform our own 4

house.
Mr. Staats. That  is right.
Mr. F ascell. I th ink that  is essential. »I  would like to ask one final question. Is there any weakness in the Kissenger directive to the State  Department? Does the Secretary of State under that have ample guidance and authority to do this job of coordinating and at the State  Departmen t level ?Mr. S taats. I  would say th at the weakness, as I would see it, is tha t he simply repeated something tha t President Eisehower said, President Kennedy said, President Johnson said. He hasn’t set up any machinery to implement it. The directive here, signed by Mr. K issinger, says:
The President believes it should be a special aim of this administrat ion to make our partic ipation  in international organizational affairs as effective as possible. He has, therefore, asked me to convey to you his wish that,  consistent with U.S. legislation and in coordination with the President, where appropriate, you (a ) direct, coordinate, and supervise all activities of the executive agencies relating to our participation in international organizations, programs and conferences; (b) determine the composition of U.S. delegations, and (c) issue instruct ions to our delegates and representa tives.
Well, you couldn’t write it much more clearly than that, but unless there is some machinery set up by which you can better coordinate our positions, this doesn’t mean very much, because this has been said before.
Mr. Fascell. You would probably have to have a prelim inary step, though, wouldn’t you, in order to get to  tha t? This point  I  am trying to get specific, now, to see if I  understand  exactly what you are talking #about. Maybe Mr. Kissinger ought  to insist on a Cabinet meeting at which time this  would be threshed out and presented clearly and personally to each of the secretaries, that is that the prim ary responsibil ity is Sta te’s; that  they are going to take the necessary steps, to bring  about effective coordination.
Is tha t an effective mechanism, or isn’t it ?
Mr. Staats. Well, it would help. I thin k you are going to have to have something of a more continu ing nature , though.Mr. F ascell. I agree. I  said this migh t be a preliminary necessity.Mr. Staats. One would undoubtedly be very helpful, prelim inary to the studies.
Mr. Fascell. W hat  do you have in mind as a permanent mechanism ?
Mr. Staats. I  think we need an interagency group staffed and led by the State Department. But I  t hink  we are perhaps  going to have more than that.  I  think that group is going to have to take up the
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budget for the item directly  re lated to the programs of AID  and the  
State Department , with respect to any of the mult ilateral bodies.

Mr. Fascell. Yes.
Mr. S taats. My own experience in the Budget Bureau is the  State 

Department frequently  did not even know what was coming through  
from the agencies.

Mr. F ascell. Y ou have anticipated my next question. Is  the budget 
responsibility  going to be in State  or in the Bureau of the Budget?

Mr. Staats. We tried  to get the State Department to take the re- 
sponsibility for it.

Mr. F ascell. The only coordinating mechanism tha t exists now 
with respect to all these budgets is in BOB.

Mr. Staats. Tha t is correct.
* Mr. Fascell. B ut that is really not coordinated, is it, as I  under

stand it?
Mr. Staats. It  isn’t where it ought to be.
Mr. F ascell. In  other words, all they do is fit in within the various 

categories, and the totals,  w ithout rela ting  i t to the overall policy.
Mr. Staats. And without relat ing it back to the part which the 

specialized agencies or the U.N. p roper  would play in it.
Mr. F ascell. In  other words, their  review is basically mathematical.
Mr. Staats. Well, it would be more in terms of what prio rity  does 

our assistance program  in total have, say, in relation to Defense or 
Agriculture, or some other.

Mr. F ascell. Did you want to add something?
Mr. Stovall. If  I  might add one more observation, the trans lation, 

I think , of the General Directive, into a base for action in the Depar t
ment probably can’t be done until  there has been some action outside 
the Department to create a visible increased stature of, shall we say, 
the internationa l organiza tion group, or whatever  group in the De
partment of State  is responsible for carrying  th is out. We have seen 
in our reviews in comparing re lative s tature as well as relative  p rio ri
ties, tha t this organization just  tends to  get sor t of forgot ten in many 
ways. And it seems to me that  on your question of what other is needed, 
outside the Department, there  may have to be some continuing force 
for tangible or physical evidence of increasing the stature of th is ele-

F ment of State’s organization.
I am not sure that  tha t can come from within State.
Mr. Fascell. Mr. Milgate, did you have something you wanted to 

add?

STATEMENT OF JOHN E. MILGATE,  ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, INTE R
NATIONAL DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Mr. Milgate. The only comment I have is that  theoret ically the 
Department of State has the responsibility for seizing the initiat ive, 
which is a real important aspect of carrying  out the mandates tha t 
thev have already.

Mr. F ascell. Wh at you are suggesting by way of mechanism to 
implement this guideline or directive—can’t ‘tha tb e done by Execu
tive order, or even by—well, I guess i t doesn’t even take that . Bu t 
it might have to.
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Mr. Staats. It  would be more effective if it were done by Presidential action.
Mr. Fascell. Yes, rather than the State  Department trying to exert its authority  under the Kissinger directive.
In  other words, what you say is that  the Kissinger memorandum would be helpful if it went fur ther  and set up the mechanism by which it is to be implemented.
Mr. Staats. That is correct.
Mr. Conahan. I think in the practica l applicat ion of this mechanism, with respect to the reviews of the budgets of the specialized |agencies and the U.N., what happens is that the Department of State will ask other agencies, a number of other agencies, to comment on specific portions  of a proposed budget, and the Department of State may or may not receive a response from these other agencies, and, *therefore , they don’t have the full inpu t into the U.S. position. Some means has to be developed to require the other agencies to respond.Mr. F ascell. Yes, i t has to  be a mandatory  thing, it seems to me. If  you are going to have some input,  and some direction over all of the budgets of the specialized agencies, at the State level, you are going to have to have some mandatory requirement for policy review.Of course, the technical aspects of the various specialized insti tutions would he up to the agencies involved. B ut I think with respect to budget and policy that  it would have to be different.
Mr. Milgate. To carry this  on through, once you do arrive at the U.S. position, you would have to be assured that our representation at the various bodies are also instructed  on budget level.
Mr. Fascell. You undoubtedly have a specific in mind. You want to put it on the record?
Mr. Burke ?
Mr. Burke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
You have kind of asked some of the  questions I  had hoped to have the opportunity of asking, but I  will try and enlarge on them. I know tha t you are far  more an expert on the  Uni ted Nations than  I am, so I am kind of a-----
Mr. F ascell. You don’t have to take  a back seat to logic, Mr. Burke.Mr. Burke. Mr. Staats , first of all I would like to welcome you, and state th at although I  haven’t had the opportun ity of fully  digest- ing your very fine statement because I  did not a rrive at the beginning,I do think from w hat I heard it is a very good one. However, it does appear to me th at your statement is only mildly critica l, and yet I have the feeling that  you would like to have made it more critical except, perhaps, for political reasons you refra ined from doing so. ”Air. Fascell. He is ju st a courteous and distinguished gentleman, that is all.
Mr. B urke. Well in any event I  th ink perhaps i t should have been more critical, because I  th ink  it  is about time that, we get more on the factual basis of responsibi lity in some of these fields.
Fi rs t of all, I am interested , myself, in knowing why the State Department, over the years, with the authority that it has, has not exercised its own initia tive and authority in some of the fields yon mentioned. I feel also, that there have been, and of course may be for political reasons, times when HEW, Labor, and Agriculture have usurped, in my opinion, the  prerogatives, of both the Foreign  Affairs
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Committee and the Foreign Relations Committee on the Senate side, 
and I believe th is has been part ly because th e State Department has 
not stepped into the picture and used its own inita tive when it should. 
It  certainly has the ability and I think the authority,  not only with 
regard to the  United  Nations, but in other fields, as well.

But  you do say on page 18 as one of your suggestions we should 
encourage the establishment of a single United Nations-wide review 
body of appropria te size and competence to meet the need for effec
tive independent evaluat ion of  U.S. programs and activities.

I Now, such an effective group as you t alk  about, or review body, of
appropriate size and competence, are words in generalities, but'how 
then do you get such a group of an effective size and competence out 
of such as the United Nations, who might appoint one very well

* geared for the type  of report tha t the appointer wants it to make, or 
perhaps tha t certain  individual groups or countries want it to make, 
rath er than  making a report for the good of, let us say, our par 
ticipation  in the United Nations?

Mr. Staats. Well, we are not under any illusions about an early 
change in the vo ting system. Many people would argue, I think,  tha t 
the vot ing system should be different with respect to political matters, 
in the United Nations, from tha t on matters of economic aid and as
sistance. In other words, there should be some bette r correlation be
tween the level of  assistance provided by the country and its voting  
streng th, just  as we have in the World Bank.

Mr. Burke. Yes, sir.
Mr. Staats. But what we are refer ring  to here, and it is in general 

terms—we could be much more explicit, m outlining our own views— 
but I  think the details are less importan t as we see it than the fa ct tha t 
the Un ited States  should press hard by virtu e of the fact tha t it is by 
fa r the la rgest contributor. We think the United States  has not used 
tha t credit  enough in insisting that there be set up under the Secretary 
General a kind of budget machinery and the kind of a udit machinery 
that is needs.

It  has only been within the last  2 or 3 years tha t we have even had 
something called a jo int inspection unit. This  unit  is made up of eight 
men, provided by eight countries; they have no authority,  but they

• do go in and make reviews of the effectiveness of the programs in  the 
various countries sponsored by the U nited  Nations. But  the money is 
provided for that service by the individual part icipating specialized 
agencies; they can cut it  off any time they want to. If  they become too 
critical, there is always the danger tha t the money will be cut off.

It  has  only a 4-year charte r, so tha t it is not  really in a very good 
position to be critical of the operations of the  specialized agencies.

What we think you need is a group that is responsible only to the 
Secretary General, and would have both budget and audi t responsi 
bilities.

Mr. Burke. Yes.
Mr. Staats. Do you want to add anything, Mr. Conahan ?
Mr. Conahan. i  think  t ha t in addition,  tha t this group should be 

responsible to the legislative body of the United Nations, that being 
the General Assembly.

Mr. Staats. Yes, the Secretary General, of course, is responsible to 
the Assembly, and I think he, as the princ ipal executive of  the U.N.

41- 97 2— 70 ------ 22
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ought to have this  responsibility, and I think  we ought to be pushingin that direction. Tha t makes it a little bit more specific, I hope.
Mr. Burke. Yes, it does, and tha t is what  I had hoped you had  in mind, because I think  tha t has to be brought into a smaller component.

I think it should.
Mr. Staats. Right. And, as a matter of fact, the Secretary General in a speech, I believe it was 2 years ago, seemed to be inviting this kind of move. We had thought tha t he was going to spell it out in somewhat more detail, but he did at least go so f ar  as to say that the role of the Secretary General with respect to budget and program jshould be strengthened, and it was our unders tanding tha t what he was rea lly doing there was opening up the door for this kind of a move on the part of the member countries.
Mr. Burke. I would like to ask one other question and perhaps *you may not want to answer this. There has been a grea t deal of criticism from time to time from certain sources about the Inter national Labor Organization of the  United Nations, not  only because they have been reluctant to employ Americans generally, but on the basis tha t it is far more pro-Communist oriented, perhaps than it should be.
Do you have any basic knowledge of that,  or would you perhaps not like to comment about that  phase?
Mr. Staats. Well, we have heard  the same criticism, and tha t is one of the reasons we included the ILO in our review. Our repor t on ILO is not as far  along as these others. We, therefore, do not have the summary here, but perhaps one of my colleagues would like to comment on your question in terms of where we stand  on that.Mr. Burke. Yes, if you would, please.
Mr. F ascell. Mr. Conahan?
Mr. Conahan. Yes, sir. We have looked into the matter of what the U.S. objectives in the Inte rnat iona l Labor Organization are. I don’t think we can talk about them here  today in very specific terms. This could go to the poin t of a ttempting  to use the organization as a forum for showing the rest of the world the economic and social systems of this country, as opposed to perhaps other systems around the world.We have not progressed to the point of making any sor t of an assessment or appraisal as to the attainmen t of that  part icular objective.Now, the International Labor Organization also has the objective 1

of assisting in the economic and social development of  the less-developed countries, and we feel t ha t in that  regard  the organization is progressing about the same as some of the other organizations that  we have reviewed. T hat is to say, tha t the U.S. Government is no t in ?a position to come to a judgment on that  part icular matte r, because of the absence of informat ion and these other problems we are talking about.
Mr. Staats. If  it comes right  down to it, I think  i f you talk  with many people off the record and informally , and I won’t have to name names here, but with the present voting arrangements, the executive director of these organizations, if he is of a mind to do so can pret ty much have his own way, simply by getting  enough votes amono- the smaller countries to support  his position and, therefore, the State Department and the U.S. representa tive to the governing bodv is in a very weak position.
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Mr. Burke. Now, one more question. I said the last one would be the 
final one, but I  have thought of another one.

In the programs tha t you mentioned, part icularly  the World 
Health contribution, the U NICE F children’s group, the  Interna tional 
Labor Organization, all of these are somewhat bread-and-butter type 
of th ings, humanitarian approaches on our assistance, wouldn’t these 
be awfully hard to get into the point of budgetary criticisms, really, 
unless somebody down in the field knew where the money was going, 
how much is being used adminis tratively , and how little , perhaps,

I might be getting  to the need ?
Mr. Staats. We th ink our missions in the field, our own embassies 

and our AID missions, ought to  have more responsibility here. One of
* the points we made is-----

Mr. Burke. Do you think they will accept it ?
Mr. Staats. We thin k they ought to be told  to take i t. I  th ink they 

would take it, yes.
Mr. Burke. I  have some question because of some of my experiences 

in visiting various countries, as whether it is the AID  people or actu
ally those connected with the State Department, tha t make the  deci
sions on these matters  and I  might add tha t some of our AID  people 
live awfully well in foreign countries.

Mr. Staats. Well, we are interested in, when we make our reviews 
of our  own bilateral assistance a t the  country level as to the extent to 
which the people in tha t country are aware of  activities o f the mult i
lateral  organizations, tha t is, the World  Bank, the IDA , and all the 
other inputs , and we find very frequently tha t they do not know 
this, so tha t the Ambassador is responsible for tha t, and he should 
assume tha t responsibility. However, I would like to say this-----

Mr. Burke. Well, could I just inte rrupt there ?
Recently—I am not going to  mention par ticu lar names—but I had 

several long discussions with two of our Ambassadors, and it seemed 
to me tha t thei r problem was th at they felt they wanted full respon
sibility, but, unfortunately,  because of the problem wi th some of those 
in the field they just  couldn’t get cooperation. In fact I  was told  they 
were to a great extent activities ignored when requesting reports.

Mr. Statts. It  has  been very difficult because many of them are not 
interested in economic assistance, they are interested in the political 
relations, government to government, and economic aid tends to be 
delegated to somebody down the line.

The additional point  I wanted to make is tha t we th ink tha t the 
Jackson report recommendations move in the right direction. Now, 
whether or not  it goes fa r enough, I  don’t know. I  would be inclined to 
doubt i t, but the Jackson repo rt’s main thrust  is tha t the UNDP,  as 
the larges t financier of the specialized agencies in the economic and 
social field, ought to have its own representatives in each of these 
countries.

It  ought to have a lot more to say about what gets financed and what  
doesn’t get financed than i t now has. This moves in the r igh t direction.

Now, the State  Department is, I  think, generally favorable to the 
Jackson report, but there is to lie, a meeting, I believe, of the Governing 
Council of the UND P late r th is month, in which they are to take up 
the Jackson  report and a ttempts come to some decision as to what they 
will recommend to the Assembly.
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Do you want to add ?
Mr. Conahan. No, I th ink th at covers it.
Mr. Burke. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F ascell. It  seems to me that one of the problems is tha t there 

is no coordination between the specialized agencies and very little  
cooperation between them and the UNDP representative.

Mr. Staats. Yes.
Mr. Fascell. He's in the field but he has very little authority.
Mr. Staats. He has very little authority . »
Mr. F ascell. Once having delegated the execution of a program 

to a specialized agency, and maybe three or four  specialized agencies 
operat ing within  a country—the UNDP—which is the parent orga
nization—representative has litt le o r nothing in the way of author ity, *■
or at leas t is not l istened to, and has no coordinative capability. Is th is 
an actual fact ?

Mr. Staats. Tha t is correct, yes.
Mr. Fascell. That relates back, then, to the question of  a centralized 

authority in the U.N. I assume tha t what you have reference to a t the 
budget level is the specialized agency’s budgets coming within the 
U.N. overall budget, and not being autonomous budgets.

Mr. Staats. Tha t is right.
Mr. F ascell. Tha t probably should be done through the Secretary 

General who is responsive to the General Assembly.
How b ig a job from a technical and professional standpoint would 

it be to have s imilar budgets or identical budgets for the specialized 
agencies in the U.N. ?

Mr. Staats. It  couldn’t be done overnight, but we should have a 
road map. One of the first steps that  ought to be taken would be to at 
least get a common budget system, so tha t all the budgets are developed 
on the  same basis. Now, they  do get instructions on the budget sub
missions, but there is no prescription of a common budget system, 
budget categories, definition of  programs—any of the things which we 
have to have in our Federal Government in order to be able to have 
any kind of an overall budget at all. So tha t-----

Mr. F ascell. So it would be difficult, but it can be done, and it will 
take a littl e time?

Mr. Staats. Oh, yes. *
Mr. Stovall. But we recognize, also, the degree of difference among 

the specialized agencies.
Perhaps WHO has gone f urth er, or at least it has gone a distance 

in the direction of establishing reasonably well defined and controlled 
budgets. Some of the others tha t we have worked with we find have 
very, very little, and, of course, it immediately becomes a question of 
degree of autonomy, in beginning to consider this.

Mr. F ascell. To illus trate  the necessity fo r the implementation of 
the present directive for  centralized direction, I recall tha t this com
mittee, subcommittee, some years ago detailed a case, regarding  ILO .
We found there a situation  which seems to be a problem tha t exists 
with respect to all of these organizations. The  primary purpose is tech
nical but obviously, the  meetings of the organizat ion also became po
litical forums, and all of these issues are tied in somewhere to the 
foreign policy objectives of the United States.
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We examined the working mechanism tha t existed between the po
litical arm and the technical arm, meaning Labor  Depar tment  and 
State, with respect to the direction and the training of our delega
tion tha t went to the ILO. The whole thru st was primarily  on the 
technical aspects carr ied by the Department of Labor, but when they 
got into a political confrontation, it was kind of a hi t and run, ad hoc, 
and we didn’t come off too well, although there was coordination with 
State  which was represented.

So we pointed out, in this report, some years ago, that it was abso- 
j  lutely essential, in our judgment,  for the United States  to have a

centralized voice with  respect to its pa rticipation in the international 
agencies. We also concluded tha t such responsibil ity ought to be. in 
State. Then U.S. participa tion could be related  to the foreign policy

♦ objectives of the United States.
Is it true, as I  have been advised, tha t our recent U.S. representa

tives were not familiar  with the details of the ILO  budget, didn t 
know what was in it, and couldn’t relate cost to result ?

Mr. Coxahax. The ILO budget is reviewed prim arily  in the De
partm ent of State. The notes prepa red as a result of that review are 
submitted to the Depar tment  of Labor, and to the  Department of Com
merce, but our review disclosed that there is only perfunctory review 
of the position paper by those people with respect to budgets.

Mr. Fascell. I thoroughly agree with the recommendations tha t 
have been made about placing U.S. nationals in internationa l organiza
tions. Also I would like to discuss the  relationship between the U.S. 
mission and the international office here in Washington.

What ideas do you gentlemen have, based on your observations and 
investigations, with respect to tha t relationship ?

Mr. Staats. Mr. Stovall, do you want to start  this one off ?
Mr. F ascell. Mr. Stovall?
Mr. Stovall. Well, this, of course, is a very, very difficult question. 

If  I  m ight circle back in on the  question, we have been working with 
the Department for some years,  in trying to encourage means of get
ting  more Americans into the organizations, and of course we had  a 
small step in th at direction in the las t amendment of the  Foreign As
sistance Act, where the re was a  provision for certain preservation of

• right s and financial compensation for people coming back into the 
Government, but gett ing back more directly  to  your question, I  don’t 
think there is any simple answer to thi s question.

I think t hat  the impetus for this has to come downward from Sta te. 
This was the point I was gettin g at earlier, in  relation to the increased 
stature in S tate Department. I  think  the impetus has to come that  way.

Mr. F ascell. I agree with you.
Mr. Stovall. I don’t really have any answer on your main question.
Mr. Staats. If  I may add here.
Mr. F ascell. Certainly .
Mr. Staats. The danger is tha t when one gets into a discussion on 

the percentage of U.S. people employed, it  sounds like  we are  simply 
tryi ng to get more handhold on the organization, which may be true, to 
a certain extent, bu t the  th ing  we are more interested in is, how do we 
get the kind of American know-how tha t we have developed-----

Mr. F ascell. Sure.
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Mr. Staats (continuing).  As well as the know-how which the other 
major  contributing countries have developed, into these bodies.

Mr. F ascell. Getting more Americans in is a leg itimate aspiration.
It  is recognized by the U.N. itself.

This  is a major concern of all member countries.
Mr. Staats. I think  we have to  face up to the fact tha t the salary 

differential is an impor tant consideration here. We have to find some 
way where we can provide arrangements where a person at least 
wouldn’t lose anything by joining one of these organizations.

Mr. F ascell. We passed a law last year, i t seems to me, that  covers u
pa rt of tha t problem. 1

Mr. Staats. Tha t is right.
Mr. F ascell. When an American is detailed over, he doesn’t lose his 

retirem ent rights, under our  U.S. system. >
Mr. Staats. I think Mr. Stovall  is being modest here. That provision 

was large ly drafted in his Division in the General Accounting Office.
Mr. F ascell. Congratula tions.
What else do we need to do, because the pay differential, also, is a 

very importan t th ing ?
Having lived in New York for 3 months, I will tell you th at pay 

differential is a big thing.
Mr. Staats. The head of the World Heal th Organization told me 

last year that he hadn't  been able to hire an American for more than 
8 years, except to have them over there for a day or two at a time, 
where they pay th eir trave l, and a consultant fee, and his feeling was 
tha t was entirely due to the  salary differential. And I don’t think he 
was resisting the idea of employing Americans.

I  think he would have given a lot i f he could have been able to have 
done it, but I th ink the salary differential is the pr imary  consideration.

Mr. F ascell. I th ink i t is, too.
Yes, Mr. Milgate.
Mr. Milgate. I want to add tha t maybe something should be done 

to encourage people from the priva te sector to get  into thi s organiza
tion. This law, of course, would apply to those who were in Govern
ment, but you have got the problem relative to getting people from 
the priva te sector in.

Mr. F ascell. We are going to  have to provide some incentive, some tinducement, or some subsidy.
Mr. Staats. If  we are looking down the road in terms of a greater 

propor tion of  our assistance efforts for the underdeveloped areas being 
in multilateral form, then this is going to be, I  th ink,  an increasingly _serious problem. . *

Mr. Fascell. I agree with you, because here we have the Pearson 
Report and the Jackson Study, we have the Pres iden t’s own position, 
and I  am sure the Peterson Commission Report will emphasize the  
trend toward multi latera lization and the decreasing efforts in bila t
eral aid.

I don’t thin k there is any question of where we are going, so now 
it is a question of tr ying to properly channel it, and make it effective.
I  think in order  to do tha t, we are going to have to make a real 
serious effort to get Americans into the system.

Mr. Staats. We would be happy to come up with some alternat ives here.
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Mr. F ascell. Well , if  you can  get some specific ones.
Mr. S taats. Do you w an t some ?
Mr.  F ascell. I  th in k th at wou ld be he lpfu l, if  you can ge t some 

specific  ideas .
Mr.  Stovall. A s we were wo rking  with  the State Dep ar tm en t on 

Fe de ra l employees , we ha d con siderable  discussion abo ut th e possi 
bi lit y of  some so rt  of a supp lem en tat ion fo r non-G ovem me nt em
ployees, bu t we alw ays  ra n ri gh t up  on th e rock of  conti nu ing  then  
to  have th a t per son  labeled as a na tio na l ser vant,  ra th er  th an  an 
in te rn at iona l ser vant.

* I t  seems to  me, thou gh , th a t th is  is prob ab ly the mos t prom isi ng
avenue,  if  we cou ld ar ra ng e fo r some so rt of  rew ard , pe rhaps, af te r 
th a t person  comes back, an d ceases to  be an in ternat iona l se rvan t.

> Mr.  S taats. Well , i t m ig ht  be in  th e f orm of  de ferre d com pen sat ion ,
ju st  as is do ne in p riv at e ind us try , today, in m any  cases.

Mr.  F ascell. I f  we m ove o r d isperse U.N.  ac tiv itie s, a s ha s been sug 
ges ted  in  some of  these repo rts , to  Geneva or  some o ther  place , i t i s ju st  
go ing  to  make it  th a t much more difficult to ge t good Am eri cans , 
isn’t it?

Mr. S taats. I  th in k so.
Mr . Stovall. Ano ther  ga p th at has to  be  overcom e, I  t hi nk , is th a t 

there has no t been  eno ugh publi ciz ing  and gen era l inform ation  t o the 
publi c on the se jobs.  I  am th in ki ng  of  th e un iversit y peo ple , fo r 
exa mple, in ad di tio n to  the in du st ria l people,  or  St ate employees .

And  it  seems to  me th a t if  a form ula , the n, is fou nd, there ha s to  
be a means of  publi ciz ing  an d ad ve rti sing  the se th ings  mu ch mo re 
exte nsively tha n has been in  the  past.

Mr . F ascell. I  th in k fund am en tal  to th is  discussion, how eve r, is 
an oth er  im po rta nt  po in t, w hich we are  fa cing  more a nd  more, an d t h a t 
is, th is  tren d to  decen tra lize the  opera tio ns  of  the Uni ted Na tions. 
W ha t is yo ur  opinion fro m th e sta nd po in t of  overa ll manageme nt,  
efficiency, economy, as to wh eth er th at is a good  move, fro m a U.S.  
po in t of  view ?

Mr. Staats. I  th in k it  is very bad. I  th in k th at is th e reason  we 
welcome th e dir ec tio n th a t th e Jackson Rep or t seems t o be mo vin g as 
fa r as U N D P is concerned .

g We believe th a t th e Uni ted St ates  ou gh t to  have a firm posit ion
as to  the kind  of  st ru ctur e th at the U.N.  ou gh t to hav e in the severa l 
fields t hat  we re fe rre d to,  bu dgeti ng , p rio rit ies, evalu ation , a nd  r ep ort 
ing , repo rt ing back as to  th e accomplis hments, which  is a part  of

_ eva lua tion .
™ We  thi nk  thi s has to  be c en tra lized , or  o the rwi se we are  going  to be

inc rea singly  fra gm ented . You  hav e a whole series of sepa ra te  bodies, 
ra th er  than  a U .N.

Mr. F ascell. We ha d some tes tim ony yeste rday  on th is ve ry po int . 
I t  seems to  me th at no t long  ago th e Aus tr ian Governm ent put up  
some $50 m illi on  i n facil iti es  to  ha ve  a  U.N. agency  lo cated in  V ien na. 
When we go t to th e quest ion  of  needed  facil iti es  in New Yor k,  we 
immedia tely  ra n int o a move  by th e Ru ssi ans and the Fr en ch  an d 
a few o the r people who, i n effect , sa id,  “No, we a re n ot  going  to  su pp or t 
th e expans ion  of  the presen t he ad qu ar ters  facil iti es  in New  Y or k;  
we would pr ef er  to move  everything  to  Geneva , or  Ad dis Ab aba, or  
some oth er p lace out side the Un ite d State s.”
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We fought  very, very hard, and we came out on top on t ha t; but 
don’t you think that it would have been a mistake, had we given up 
on the question of the expansion of U.N. facilities  in New York?

This could have laid the groundwork, it seems to me, for total 
dismemberment of the U.N. organization.

Mr. Staats. Yes.
Mr. Milgate. I would like to add tha t the Jackson capacity study 

recommends the creation of a body of internationa l servants.
And, also, I  would like to add in regard to recru iting and getting 

U.S. nationals into these bodies, it is not only the recruiting problem, 
it has to be car ried through here again, not only to the recruitment *
aspects, but  to get them into the proper bodies of the specialized 
agencies, and the U.N. system.

Mr. F ascell. Well, I  know it is a real problem. One of the questions «
I raised with respect to this was getting proper identification staff- 
wise, at a high enough level in  the U.S. mission, to take the responsi
bility for American staffing of internationa l organizations.

At the present time, there is a very fine person doing tha t kind of 
work at the U.S. mission but she is not at a high enough level to meet 
all of the problems involved in placing Americans in those 
organizations.

Tha t is one problem. The other, it seems to me, is the way we 
handle the budgetary approach at the U.S. mission. And we have a 
very fine gentleman there, you know, and he has some fine staff help, 
but they are simply unable to do justice to all  of the  budgetary activi
ties there.

Wha t is your own observation on that ?
Mr. Staats. I  thin k what you say is quite true. We have had this 

experience, as you know, with respect to the  Selden amendment, which 
related principally to the Social Progress Trust Fund , but the Mail- 
liard amendment of the same year, applied the same principle, was 
incorporated  in the foreign assistance bill, namely that any U.S. 
wholly supported organization would be audited by the GAO.

We developed, as you know, suggested guidelines for the Secretary 
of the  Treasury, who in turn  passed them along to the Board of Gov
ernors of  the Inter-American Development Bank. They are still in the 
process of making the ir first country review, and t hat  has  been what,  #3 years ago ?

It  has been 3 years now. They have a three-man audit board, one 
American and two Latin Americans. They have only two or three 
members on their  staff. _

Mr. Stovall. Three, I th ink,  the last we heard. ■
Mr. Staats. It  is an incredible situation. We do not believe that was 

what the Congress had in mind. The inten t has not been carried out 
fully. We have not been able to comment on draf t audi t reports as 
the Congress contemplated th at we would, because there have been no 
reports.

Mr. F ascell. Sure. Well, this problem exists all across the  board 
in international agencies in which the United  States is represented.
The issue that arises is:  Can’t the U.S. representative, without inter- 
ferri ng with the in ternal operations of that organ, get all of the info r
mation necessary from a U.S. point of view to make its own 
evaluation ?
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Apparently he cannot—or hasn’t been able to do so in the past. Why, 
I  don’t know. I don’t see why there is any reluctance or any sens itivity 
about it. I t seems to me that i f I were a representative in an ins titut ion 
to which the U.S. is making a substan tial contribution, I should have 
the right , as a country representative, to  ask any kind  of question and 
get any kind of information tha t I consider necessary to enable me 
to evaluate the opera tions of  tha t organization.

Are we talk ing the same language ?
Mr. Staats. Yes; we are. We do not thin k the Treasury is getting 

■fa the information from Inter-Am erican Bank tha t they should be
getting.

Mr. Fascell. I don’t think  they are either.
Mr. Staats. We have had all kinds of problems, Mr. Chairman, 

* with the Treasury Department in enlisting the ir cooperation and get
ting  the materia ls on the U.S. side of this . We have written, and we 
have been in  touch with, the Treasury Department over the last year. 
We would like to make a similar review to tha t which we made at 
these U.N. bodies of  the  Inte r-American Bank, but they will not  give
us the information.

Mr. Fascell. Well, I really can’t understand that atti tude; it is 
inconceivable to me.

Now, you certainly had the cooperation of the State Departmen t 
in doing your studies, didn’t you, even though you may have had some 
hard times here and there ?

Mr. Milgate. Very fine.
Mr. Conahan. Ful l cooperation.
Mr. Staats. Full cooperation, yes.
Mr. Fascell. Y ou have done all this  work, and you have had full 

cooperation, right?
Mr. Staats. Yes.
Mr. Fascell. I jus t don’t know about those other agencies and 

people. What is so sensitive about having  the opportunity  to examine 
facts and figures, policies and programs, which relate to the way in 
which U.S. contributions  are spent ?

Mr. Staats. They act almost as if it was improper tha t we would 
even ask them a question.

it Mr. Fascell. The thin g tha t really gets me is tha t the United
States is funding a large par t of these operations par ticu larly  the 
IDB  operation. They do go out into the open market and issue bonds, 
but they couldn’t do it without the U.S. credit to back it up. They 
can’t do i t on local currencies alone. Am I correct on tha t?

Also, am I not correct in my understanding t ha t we put  in nearly 
half-a-bi llion dollars into the Social Progress Trust Fun d without 
any matching  requirement ?

Mr. Staats. $500 million.
Mr. Fascell. Yes. And $900 million into the Fun d for Special 

Operations. That is too much money for me.
To get back now to the U.S. mission to the United Nations: I am 

interested in us being able to get more information about U.N., its 
budget, and its developmental operations. Getting this in formation  is 
more than  any one man can handle. Do you agree with me ?

Mr. Staats. Yes.
Mr. Conahan. May I  comment?
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Yes, sir, I quite agree with your question. Futhermore, his staff is really si tting here in Washington, D.C.
Mr. Fascell. Tha t's another th ing. They are doing the bulk of the work here—but the  communications between Washington and New York are not the easiest—or the most adequate.
Mr. Conahan. Futhermore, I thin k that  the direction is here in Washington, D.C. You see, we have a zigzag l ine; you have direction from Washing ton going out to  the  man who is operat ing at the mission, and yet his staff is also back in Washington.
Mr. F ascell. Yes. jMr. Conahan. Directly responsible to the  first man who is giv ing the direction. This is t rue, I think , in most of the missions that we have. This is true  in Geneva.
Mr. F ascell. Well, it is certain ly true  the re and it presents a very *real problem.
I am no t sure tha t I am ready to advocate moving the Washington staff to New York or the New York staff to Washington  to solve tha t problem. I think however, tha t there is a happy  medium someplace and I am willing to give the New York man some help.
Mr. Roybal. Mr. Chairman, I have one question tha t I want to ask of you with regard  to the statement  that you made.Mr. F ascell. Surely.
Mr. Roybal. My question is, Why not recommend or advocate that there be a change, tha t the Washington staff go to  New York, or vice versa ?
Mr. F ascell. Well, Ed, I haven’t analyzed it all the way th rough.I think it would be almost impossible from the standpoint of the traffic th at has to be reviewed a t the Washington level, and the inpu t tha t is necessary in order to relate moment-to-moment decisions with overall policy. Th at has to be done righ t here in the  Sta te Depar tment.My immediate reaction is th at we would be compounding the problem, rathe r than  resolving it.
Mr. Roybal. Well, then, th is discussion is no t in the form of cri ticism of the system, then, is it ?
Mr. Fascell. No, no. Just in terms of coordinating the effort and providing essential help for the U.S. mission, where I think in this one par ticu lar area  they could use some help. IBy the way, as you know, the adm inistration has proposed tha t the United States  come up with its share of the U.N. expansion project.Can you take an affirmative view in support of that  administration position ? Are you prepared to  ? ■Mr. Staats. We have not been asked by anyone for our views on that. We are quite fami liar with the development you referred to.Mr. Fascell. Well, without binding you to a position that would be contrary to the administration’s portion, what is your opinion as of now ? [Laughter.]
Mr. Staats. We would be happy to give you something, I think , more thoughtful than we can give you right here today, for the record.Mr. F ascell. All right. I would apprec iate it if you would. If  it has to be cleared, I think tha t should be done.
Mr. Staats. I don’t know tha t it would be necessary.
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Mr. F ascell. If  it were necessary, we could do it formally by having 
the committee make a request of you. But I thin k this  is sufficient. 
Don’t you think  so ?

Mr. Staats. You are the chairman.
(The informat ion requested follows:)

I

>

Comments on Proposed Expansion of U.N. Facilities in New York, N.Y.
In a resolution adopted in December 1969, the General Assembly authorized 

the Secretary General to proceed wi th the expansion of the H eadquarters  of the 
United Nations in New York a t an estimated cost of $80 million of which not 
more than $25 million would be financed from the regula r budget of the United 
Nations.

Proposed financing of the new construction is as follows:
Millions

U.N. regular  budget______________________________________________ $25
U.S. Government gr an t1__________________________________________  20
City government of New York gr an t2_______________________________  20
United Nations development program and United Nations Children’s Fund

con tribu tion__________________________________________________  15

a

*

T o ta l____________________________________________________  80
1 Congress ional actio n pending. Inclu ded in 1971 budget.2 The city of New York has agreed to match a U.S. Government gra nt not to exceed $20 million.
In addition, the  City of New York has offered to make the construction site 

available  without charge in proximity to the existing structures. The United 
States delegation to the General Assembly supported the  expansion of the facili
ties to  promote the efficiency and  effectiveness of the United Nations which was 
unfavorably affected by space shortages and increased operating costs due to  the need for renting space.

The Department of State in requesting a joint  resolution to authorize a gran t 
of not more than  $20 million to defray a portion of the expansion costs cited 
tha t the following benefits would accrue both to the United States and the United Nations:

1. The U.N. would benefit by being able to keep rela ted ac tivities together and 
thereby provide unified and efficient direction to them.

2. The United States  would be better able to supply the constructive  leadership 
required for an effective United Nations.

3. American citizens who are needed for many tasks of the United Nations and 
for contributing to t ha t Organization’s efficiency can be more readily recruited 
for service in this country than  for duty abroad.

4. The gain in the U.S. balance of payments which would result from U.N. 
personnel working in the new Headquarters building in New York instead of 
overseas is conservatively estimated a t $12 million annually and in all probability 
would be much more.

Our reviews to date have no t disclosed anything  which would lead us to chal
lenge the arguments, although as you know, Mr. Chairman, we have not studied 
all the considerations.

Mr. Fascell. Any other questions ?
Mr. Roybal,. No.
Mr. Fascell. Gentlemen, do you want to add anything to what we 

have discussed ? Have we left any thing out?
Mr. Staats. I would like  to ask my colleagues here if they would 

like to say anything fu rther.
Mr. F ascell. Certainly.
Mr. Staats. One of the questions th at  we will have to answer, and 

perhaps  the committee would be very helpful to us, is the direction  of 
our effort as an agency of the Congress in this area, from this  point 
forward . We had had in mind originally, tha t after we completed 
these series of studies tha t I refer red to, to prepare  an overall report,
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but  our testimony appears  to replace the need for that, as we see i t. 
But we do th ink tha t th e subject is important far  beyond the  dollars involved, even if we do no more than  keep the Congress better in
formed on the management of our mul tilatera l assistance efforts.

Mr. Fascell. I don’t think  there is any question about it.
Mr. Staats. The question, really, tha t we have to answer, which we have not yet addressed ourselves to  fully, is how best we can make a 

contribu tion to the Congress ; t ha t is, whether we should add additional agencies to our studies.
The problems tend to be very similar from agency to  agency. We 

think that by having done five or six of these reviews, we have pretty  well made our point, but-----
Mr. Fascell. I would say that there seems to  be no necessity to 

buttress your conclusions with any more studies of the same nature . I th ink you have laid enough groundwork.
Mr. Staats. Perhaps the next stage might well be to  try  to detail more specifically the kind of machinery or alternatives of machinery 

that  could be developed at the Washington level, to carry out, put 
into effect, the concepts tha t we feel we have established through these reviews.

Mr. F ascell. I agree with you. Speaking for th is subcommittee, we 
would ask you to do th a t; and as fa r as I  am concerned, make it avail 
able to the subcommittee in any fashion tha t seems appropriate. I 
think that with the tremendous amount of effort that you have already put into this task, it would be a waste not to pursue the matter and 
detail the specifics. I  t hink tha t is exactly what you should do.

Mr. Stovall. One item to more or less clarify the record, Mr. Ch air
man : We listed our United Nations development program report in here. We preempted jus t a wee bit. I t will be issued in  the next few 
days, although the digest is attached to this statement.

Mr. F ascell. Right.
Mr. Stovall. However, in that  report there is more detail. There 

are more specifics, generally, back of the types of broad statements tha t have been made here  today. So th at will be forthcoming within the next few days.
Mr. F ascell. Now, so I  can clear up one other th ing th at  is worry

ing me a little  bit : Has the distr ibution of your reports  so far  followed the normal pa ttern  ?
Mr. Staats. Tha t is correct.
Mr. Fascell. You have furnished copies to the Congress, meaning the Government Operations Committees, the Foreign Affairs Com

mittees, the Appropria tions Committees; righ t ?
Mr. Staats. Yes.
Mr. Fascell. So all of those committees, and all the other people 

in the  Congress, who ought to know, have had  these repor ts available to them. Is that  correct?
Mr. Staats. Righ t; both the House and the Senate.
Mr. F ascell. Now, the one thing  they  have not had are these summaries, is that correct ?
Mr. Staats. Yes; they have not seen the testimony u ntil—it  will be distributed, though, but-----
Mr. F ascell. But. it will be distribu ted to them. This testimony will be distributed to the same people ?
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Mr. Staats. Right . Yes, si r.
Mr.  Stovall. An d we wil l give it  to th e De pa rtm en t, of  cou rse ; 

the y ha ve n ot  seen i t, e ither.
Mr.  F ascell. Right . The Dep ar tm en t has no t seen th is  ye t, an d 

they  will get  copies.
Mr.  S tovall. Yes.
Mr.  F ascell. Ar e th ere  any other q ues tion s ?
Mr . Roybal?
Mr.  R oybal. No questions.

, Mr.  F ascell. Gen tlem en, th an k you  very much. You were most
* he lpfu l, an d covered  an  are a which  wi ll be of  gr ea t concern to  the

Uni ted St ates  in the next  25 yea rs. I t  is ce rta in ly  in  the in terest of  
the U ni ted N ati ons to  be as effective a nd  efficient as possible in  resp ond -

> ing t o the needs of  th e wor ld. I  thi nk  th at you  have  m ade  ve ry signif i
cant  contr ibuti on s to th e a tta inmen t of  th a t goal.

(W hereu pon, at  11 :43 a.m., the  sub com mit tee  recessed, sub jec t to 
the call of  the C ha ir. )
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